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(Tuesday, June 28, 1960, 10:00 o'clock, A.M.) 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: The Committee will 
May first call upon Vice Chancellor Fretter for few remarks. 

would like welcome you the 
Berkeley Campus the University California behalf 
Chancellor President You are meeting today 
the Regents' Room the State-Wide Office Building University 
Hall. 

Chancellor Washington today meeting with 
President Eisenhower's Science Advisory Committee asked greet 
you his behalf. would also like invite the members the 
Committee, their staff and the witnesses who are testifying today 
luncheon University Hall, which being offered Chancellor 
the members the Committee. There will bus 
noon take you University Hall. University Hall the on- 
campus residence Chancellor President Kerr, where 
meetings this kind sometimes take place. 

hope that you will also have time, although know you have 
very busy schedule, see little bit the campus the 
University. Many the members the Committee are familiar with 
the campus, know. Others might interested the building 
program that have under development the present time. 

I'll then look forward seeing you lunch. 
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CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much, Chancellor. 
Doubtless, are well accommodated here today this beautiful 
hall. 

Today's hearing the Assembly Interim Committee Water 
the fourth series hearings devoted the Delta Pool 
Concept. Previously the Committee has toured the Delta and received 
testimony from the Department Water Resources and the local inter- 
ests. Our meeting here Berkeley receive testimony from 
the United States Corps Engineers, the State Department Fish 
and Game, and some further testimony from the Department Water 
Resources. 
I'm going deviate slightly from the prepared agenda and 

defer putting the Corps Engineers for about 
number the Committee members asked because the trend question- 
ing yesterday Martinez that Charlie Weber and his staff given 
minutes attempt answer some the questions which were 
raised yesterday, and while realize that minutes seems too 
short time with this frightening array material front us, 
will start least hearing from Mr. Weber and his staff because 
the near future undoubtedly will more thoroughly into the 
material which Mr. Weber has prepared over period many years. 
Are you ready take over, Charlie? 

WEBER: 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: First, let interrupt you and 
what should have done bit earlier. get thinking that the same 
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group witnesses follows the same Committee around, but let 
introduce the Committee for the benefit some witnesses who may 
not have been present yesterday. immediate left Assembly- 
man Paul Lunardi Roseville, Vice-Chairman this Water 
Committee. his left Assemblyman Harold Levering, Santa 
Monica, Bel Aire, Los Angeles, County. Next Assemblyman Frank 
Lanterman from Canada Los Angeles, California. Next order 
Ernest Geddes Claremont, California, Los Angeles County. And 
then next Assemblyman Eugene Nisbet San Bernardino County, 
and the end the table Assemblyman Lloyd Lowrey Rumsey, 
Yolo County. far right standing the table Assemblyman 
John (Bud) Collier Eagle Rock Los Angeles County. Com- 
ing this way Assemblyman John Williamson Kern County. Next 
this direction Assemblyman Z'Berg Sacramento, and this 
way again Assemblywoman Pauline Davis Portola, Plumas County 
and many other counties. Nearer this way Assemblyman Myron Frew 
Tulare and Kings County. back the Committee 
Consultant, Mr. Don Benedict. right the Committee Secre- 
tary, Mrs. Wells. Our faithful and capable Reporter again Miss 
Alice Book. 

Now, case anything goes wrong you consult Paul 
the very able and hard-working Assistant Sergeant Arms. And 
just preparing seated are two more members the Committee. 
Coming this way first Assemblyman Bruce Sumner Orange County, 
and following him Assemblyman Jack Beaver San Bernardino 
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County. believe that everyone present and accounted 

Let ask before Weber Bud, was 
your feeling that the greatest contribution that could brought 
Island? 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: think Weber can give 
base here the minutes that can ask the Corps Engineers 
some questions relative this report because opinion this 
salt-water barrier the key this whole problem the Delta, 

Weber will contain his remarks within just the Delta Area, 
not its overall water plan, think can minutes. 
That will put position can ask the Corps Engineers 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much. Now, Mr. 

Lunardi has 

ASSEMBLYMAN Mr. Chairman, following Mr. 
Collier's remarks, are the Corps Engineers completely familiar 
with Weber's report? 

WEBER: answer you that the staff, the civilian 
staff the Corps Engineers and some the Army Engineer officials 
charge the District, San Francisco District, are somewhat 
The technical men are very familiar with it, and was 
told that would placed the model studies, that is, the 
barrier outlined this report will placed the model studies 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: When are going see that, 
Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Everyone has copy this? 

ASSEMBLYMAN No, the Federal model. When 
are going take look the Bay model? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: You mean the Committee should plan 
trip there? 

ASSEMBLYMAN think so. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: exceptionally graphic por- 
trayal the area, and think--I know several members the 
Committee have seen past years, and just informed that 
Colonel Sanders from the Corps will talk about the model his 
presentation this morning. After discussed this matter maybe 
year two ago with Mr. Collier, why, took trip over there 
see also own. think that after hear from Colonel 
Sanders, why, can into your question because certainly 
the clearest way see what happening. 

Now, won't count the time thus far against you. 
realize that minutes all too brief time, but you carry on. 

MR, Mr. Chairman and Members the Committee, 
wish call your attention that ex-Assemblyman having 
served years the Assembly and that life's work was the 
phases public works planning, and the author most the 
reforms the Planning Act. 

The studies here were made through the Weber Foundation 
which the president connection with the both houses the 
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Legislature who delegated power resolution continue 
report which had started prior retiring from the Legislature, 

This has been the process being made and these hydraulic 
studies and complex public works studies have taken years com- 
plete and they have been submitted the Legislature this report. 

Coming more directly the question the Delta, one must 
make statement first about water supply for public works, partic- 
ularly related the exportable surplus which should carried 
remote parts the State such Southern California, Kern County. 

Such studies are complicated view them from the view- 
point rather unilateral plan which the Feather River Concept 
takes water from watershed which prolific under most con- 
ditions and would conserve and transport areas deficiency 
the south. 

This concept hydraulically comparatively simple, but in- 
volved the storage water the question dry-cycle storage. 
Every firm water which can supported public bond issue can 
only acnieved California dry-cycle storage. This dry cycle 
called six-year dry cycle history. 

The difficulty today that the Feather River Concept, the 
Big Oroville Dam, cannot produce sufficient water give firm water 
across this dry cycle. Therefore jeopardy both financially 
and physical plan. Therefore other means getting dry-cycle 
storage must accomplished. 

far the State and the Federal Government have been uni- 
lateral their planning and they have attempted guide this 
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fresh water across Delta into which salt-water incursion takes 
place. far their plans have been wasteful and will wasteful 
insofar the future water supply the State concerned. 

have come the concept how can conserve this 
water? How can retain long enough during the dry cycle 
pump elsewhere that may stored, how can create 
within the Delta pool, reservoir, which across the dry cycle 
will render both the service keeping out the salt-water incursion 
and render storage? 

Now, our concepts have never been one project accepted, 
adopted and constructed. would the thing step step. 
would also add water ahead the requirements and cause flow 
into the Delta from upstream storage. This would extravagant 
way went extreme this method. would constantly have 
build upstream storage, expensive dams, whereas can recover 
this water and put into reservoirs along the lines the San 
Luis Project, have solved the problem and probably eliminated 
much expensive dam construction, reservoir construction upstream 
for long, long time. 

Now, this the concept the studies which are before 
dwell mostly upon the Delta and the bays part this 
pool which would create, will eliminate the question trans- 
portation water south the Delta, excepting say that 
order combine get many benefits such flood control, such 
barge canal going south Bakersfield and the long run going 
Red Bluff. And must get this tremendous benefit make 
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possible for compete industrially and economically the 
broadest sense with such physiographical set-ups the Rhine 
civilization. The Rhine civilization such that know can't 
compete with them today. can't it. It's been all the 
great magazines the United States. why cannot we, these 
billions dollars that are spent, see that they should 
planned the spending for projects that they would give the 
widest possible benefits? have put series our canals 
going down near the trough the valley possible and seek 
store water reservoir Los Banos Creek just south San 
Luis, and also the future probable third step Monti- 
Cello Reservoir. Water would pumped out what now Suisun 
Bay near Fairfield, near Travis Air Base. would pumped out 
and delivered back Monticello which would raised and which 
prolific reservoir. has 5,200,000 acre feet. Now, these are 
the schemes which get enough water carry through for 
years. 

can create across the dry cycle 
acre feet new water which gives all that need. think 
there are other methods probably storing lower levels the 
trough the San Valley with huge lake something like 
Tahoe. Those are now being considered Senator Dolwig and may 
probably change our can coordinated with it, but never- 
theless that system similar ours. keep the main canals 
the trough the Valley and seek dry-cycle storage, the most and 
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the cheapest can get. Now, coming the the Delta 
itself, have indicated you that you need storage the 
Delta. You need enough storage that can use the Delta the 
dry cycle certain extent for dry-cycle storage and for annual 
seasonal storage that may pump the points delivery 
the storage areas, 

addition that need for off-peak There 
economic advantage between buying power cheap rate and using 
for pumping and then turning around and selling that power 
using turbines, pumps which are changeable and can converted into 
turbines, and using that deliver power back. 

This gives profit and this method can best provided 
keeping the trough the valley where you have the ponds, 
the forebays, the afterbays the pumping plants and the turbines. 
This not obtainable the location the Feather River Canals. 

Now, coming the Delta, one the things have looked 
widely highways, flood control, recreation and the advantage 
getting money for those purposes help pay for the water 
tremendous. 

placing the pumps near Vernalis and pumping out the 
Delta the bluff are enabled deepen the two channels the 
San Joaquin Delta System and draw water through those channels 
which would deepened approximately feet below sea 
level. 

The very fact that deepen these channels means that 
have gained wonderful flood control system the Delta and here 
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want say that everything I'm doing comparable the think- 
ing and philosophy Dutch have visited Holland and 
you gave resolutions that could before those engineers 
and respected. never delivered them, but I'm going to, and 

hope that--well, must mention that will bring staff 
Holland engineers over here aid the Corps and stimulate inter- 
est and have criticism from neutral minds that are not tied 

competitive projects which the curse our American public 
works. 


then gain benefits this flood control. 


Now, order justify the whole theory reclamation 
the bays and the Delta, made very complete study the hydraulic 
flow, the levels the water both during flood and the suction 
period back. These are outlined our maps this report that 
our hydraulic studies are complete. They are think 
they will stand aid the thinking such wonderful bodies 
and capable people the Corps. 

have performed service. are delivering master 
plan you which was life's work the Legislature and which 
was beaten down and defeated the engineering profession and the 
bureaucracies. That the truth, and you must know it. And I'm 
speaking you brother Legislator. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: And engineer, too. 


shown you how can bring that water the pumps and you look 
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this larger map here, bring water from the Sacramento the 
usual way through the Mokelumne River, discharged into the 
Mokelumne River System where eventually makes way the 
Stockton Ship Channel. 

Now, our suction channel would along the San River 
you will locate where Stockton there. Our suction channel 
would from the Port Stockton along the east perimeter the 
Delta the San Joaquin River the pumps which are indicated there. 
That one suction channel. Immediately that the water would fall 
into the Stockton Ship Channel, the suction gradient would take 
hold it, that is, the hydraulics would take hold and 
would flow toward the pumps. 

The second channel would from Old River, come over farther 
west. Old River leads where the Mendota Canal pumps the Federal 
Bureau 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Mr. Chairman, what plate are you 
referring to? 

WEBER: Plate 22, the one that open. The first 
channel from the City Stockton, the Port Stockton towards 
the pumps the east perimeter the Delta southward until 
comes the Central Valley pump number 

The second down Old River toward the Delta Mendota pump, 
but before arrives there, the line would extend what called 
the Grant Line Canal, due east, and this Grant Line Canal would 
extended meet the other suction channel the head Old River, 


and you would thus have two canals, you would construct this 
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steps you along. 

The first canal would give you ample water, give you 12,000 
cubic feet per second the pumps. The second would add that much 
and more, that therefore your water supply secure. 

One question was asked yesterday, what alternate methods are 
there providing water, carrying water across the Delta? 
want point out you where the Delta cross-channel is. There 
word "lock" there. This the Sacramento River near the 
Mokelumne. There structure consisting two gaps with radial 
gates them. 

there going trouble about the construction 
barriers they will delayed too long, possible 
deliver water start today dig your canal south Los Angeles 
you want to. Simply would put barges which would support impact 
propeller pumps about feet diameter that would under these 
barges and the throat. These then like blower evacuating air 
from room would induce the water from the Sacramento River dis- 
charge large through that throat. Today they have 
medium gradients, they are small gradients only. The difference 
between the tides and the two portions. the Mokelumne River and the 
Sacramento River, and the flow very small during the dry part 
the year when small quantities water are the Sacramento. 

inducing this water through, are ready start. 
Politics can take hold and and and fight the barriers and 


the American people and the engineers can deprive wonderful 
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benefits, and it's been going and on, but still can the 
first stages planning, and for few years, the water can 
induced this method through that channel. 

Kaiser Engineering Company did the studies for and 
was feasible. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: The time up, 

MR, WEBER: up. Well, want talk about Chipps 
Island. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That what thought you were going 
talk about. have full was prepared result 
letters which office received, and people have, course, 
prepared statements. think tremendous amount work has been 
put this report and should not lightly treated and certainly 
there intention so, but was Mr. Collier's belief 
and yours that minutes would enable the Committee better under- 
stand the Corps Engineers, why that was why allowed the 
minutes. This Committee worked yesterday from 10:00 o'clock the 
morning until 6:30 last night and you know how rigorous the testi- 
mony was. So, are all your questions answered about Chipps Island 
now? don't see that-- 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Here are 
some the questions want ask. Number and would 
the Corps Engineers when they get on--would take Act 
Congress for barrier installed either Chipps Island 


between San Pablo Bay and San Francisco Bay any place far 
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the barrier concerned? That number 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: was answered yesterday. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: would like have from 
them also. They are position answer. Number this, 
money available under the Revenue Bond Act 1933, the 
Bond Act goes down the drain, isn't there source revenue today 
revenue bonds ahead and make the development step step 
first, salt-water barrier, second upstream developments that are 
recommended the Weber Plan far flood control concerned 
give the water the Delta here source pooling 
order send the water south, and those are the two questions 
whether the revenue bonds without any further act the citi- 
zenry, can those revenue bonds issued, and will take 
Act Congress build salt-water barrier? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: You mean our State revenue bonds? 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Yes, which were already voted 
1933 the amount 170 million dollars. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Banks has testified many 
previous occasions that the State has had the authority for many, 
many years proceed with many types water development the 
sale those previously authorized bonds, but that revenue bonds 
were not too acceptable the market and for that reason 
used another approach. think that question first that would 
directed the Department and then, course, the question 
whether barrier does not impinge upon Federal authority, think 


the answer "yes", and that was the answer given yesterday insofar 
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barrier would affect navigable waters concerned. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: have had the answer and 
said that does not take Act Congress, and the Corps 
Engineers here--I think they are position, the Bureau 
Reclamation, are position answer. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Let's wait until the 
the stand, and think will have proceed with our agenda 

MR. WEBER: All right. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: appreciate your coming before us. 
have been wanting find the time for the whole Committee 
into the Weber Report. monumental work, and 
think that everybody needs have better understanding it. 
Because your long years the Legislature you understand the 
problem trying finish meeting time. 

MR, WEBER: Yes. One guestion the Chipps Island 
Barrier has been whether are going ahead and waste 
lot money another study. has been thrown prominent 
and our studies take care the greatest floods, 
the flood 1862 which beyond belief. buried the Delta. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: All right. Let's take minute 
and fold our report. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: May ask this Would 
possible some future time for this Committee have 
hearing that this man can have opportunity giving compre- 
hensive detailed explanation this report which has only been out 
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CHAIRMAN PORTER: All right. Then, we'll assume that 
the members, most everyone here having their own transportation, 
they won't have pay overweight airplanes, will carry these. 
How much does weigh? 

MR, WEBER: Four pounds. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Now, may call upon Mr. Van Tassell. 
Van Tassell waited all day yesterday testify and think the 
Committee finally wore out Mr. Van Tassell limped out the hear- 
ing room together with the Committee and very graciously came back 
give his testimony today. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Are you indicating this 
lame duck Committee? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Lanterman left far exceeds 
the art puns, besides, slept too soundly last night. 

VAN TASSELL: Porter and Members the 
Committee, name for the record Raymond Van Tassell. home 
Alamo, Contra Costa County. have been instructed speak 
you the representative the Associated Sportsmen Cali- 
fornia, incorporated non-profit organization, composed over 
hundred clubs organized sportsmen with membership over 
20,000. For your convenience copy our official publication has 
been included with this statement. would like direct your 
attention the list our member clubs which page this 
paper. would like that list made part the official 


hearing that could done for the reason that want all 
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you know that our interests the Delta stems from its use 
our members who may come many miles reach the Delta and depart- 
ing for moment from prepared statement, the question was asked 
yesterday how many boats there are the Delta who use this water- 
way? This almost impossible determine for the reason that all 
the mobile boats that use the Delta are registered the counties 
where the owner may For that reason may have busy 
day, such three-day holiday and have one coming here, 
many 5,000 and 6,000 boats coming into the Delta from San Fran- 
cisco, Alameda, and even far away Fresno, and other counties 
which are way out our district. These portable boats use these 
waterways which were you detail yesterday and 

the use find many hours pleasurable relaxation and recreation. 


This, feel, something that makes concern all our 


membership wherever they may located the State, that the Delta 
recreation area preserved. 

Now, addition the 20,000 active members the clubs, 
the Sportsmen are affiliated with the California Wildlife 
Federation which all the State, and the California 
ation Through our membership and affiliations represent 
almost 2,000,000 conservationists California. 

The Sportsmen are keenly interested the matters 
which you are considering today, which was yesterday. have 
devoted much time and study these matters. consider that 
the Delta the most vital area the entire State water resources 
development program. think the finding satisfactory solutions 
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the cooperative beneficial uses the Delta storage and 
diversion point for waters the State will have far-reaching 
effect not only Contra Costa County, its industry, agriculture 
and its citizens, but also the whole San Francisco Bay Area and 
Northern California. Also point out that the food resources in- 

volved are matter nation-wide concern. 

Now, may depart again moment from the prescribed state- 
ment, feel that there threat which didn't hear brought out 
yesterday's testimony which may come out today, but would like 
have entered this moment and that that the Delta lying 
does strategically across both our great watersheds, 
the channel through which all our fishlife must proceed order 
reach the spawning Now, this makes the question the 
condition the waters both below the Delta and the Delta very 
important that fishlife, not only for the fish which may catch 
there, but for the fish which must through there into 

Now, for that reason feel that these things which are 
concerned with should given consideration and possibly action 
your Committee, 

Now, turn the prepared statement. hope that the 
Committee will not make the mistake thinking that the sportsmen 
are here today small pressure group only with their 
right fishing. consider that the preservation and en- 
hancement fish and wildlife part the larger responsibility 
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protecting all the natural resources the State for both 
present and future citizens. consider that this the indi- 
vidual conviction every member the Committee. are fully 
aware and are sympathetic with the needs both industry and 
agriculture for share the cooperative use waters the 
State. But speak the voice all the recreationists who 
use the water, boating, swimming, sailing, skiing and commercial 
well sports fishing. represent activity that annually 


spends million dollars creating taxable wealth Contra 


Costa County. speak for the small businessmen who sell bait 
and tackle, own resorts and boat harbors, build boats, manufacture 
tackle and also the not-so-small businessmen who make and sell 
gasoline and oil, clothing, motors, beverages, aluminum, steel and 
food. 

urge that the Committee recognize that there well- 
defined and accepted beneficial use the water recreation 
resource. Two measures introduced Pauline Davis, member 
your Committee, were enacted the 1959 Legislature, 140 
and 141, which are now part the State Law. The further enact- 


ments the Meyers bills and Senator Miller's Delta Pollution 
Study Bill are effort the direction solving the Delta problems. 
The United States Fish and Wildlife River Basin Studies and Bay 
Barrier Studies are now nearly ready for submission the United 
States Engineers and should coordinated with the previous 


salinity intrusion studies and with the proposed Federal action 
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protecting all the natural resources the State for both 
present and future citizens. consider that this the indi- 
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urge that the Committee that there well- 
defined and accepted beneficial use the water recreation 
Two measures introduced Mrs. Pauline Davis, member 
your Committee, were enacted the 1959 Legislature, 140 
and 141, which are now part the State Law. The further enact- 
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Barrier Studies are now nearly ready for submission the United 
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all measures which have bearing the 
Committee, 
Now, this measure which referred 

has under consideration Federal legislation, would per- 
mit the construction the Chipps Island I'm 
chat Mr. Coliier because you have asked this question several 
timeg both yesterday and today. Now, our Contra Costa delegation 
that went Washington presented Senator Engle our problems, and 
the Contra Costa delegation proposed Now, this has 
discussed nearing Martinez, and transeript that hearing 
show that industry, agriculture and the recreationists all 
feel that there the the cost and further 
testimony here will show what our thinking that matter, 
this the matter referred being under consideration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: May ask him question right 
here, Mr. Chatirman? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Yes, Mr. Collier. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: addition your 
Washington, was the consensus the people back there that would 
this could the Corps Engineers, the 

VAN TASSELL: Well now, you are 
only know what heard the hearing 
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ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Maybe somebody else can answer 
that. thought maybe you might have it. 

MR, VAN TASSELL: answer you this way, this was 
the proposal the measure which was being drawn up, that 
Federal act and introduced Senator Engle the Federal 
Government, this was the proposal. 

Now then, this has only gone that far, but want you know 

that some steps have been taken that direction already. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: May ask question? May 
ask, this proposal that you are referring to, was actually intro- 
duced? 

VAN TASSELL: No, just being drawn up. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: just being drawn up? 

MR, VAN TASSELL: was discussed great length. 
think this Committee might interested knowing what the re- 
action the citizenry was the The agrioultural group, 
fact the man who spoke you yesterday representing the Delta 
agriculture, Mr. Honegger--their point was and they made very 
strong that they are lose certain rights which they now have, 
that they would paying for the cost the structures 
necessary take their rights away from them. This was their point 
and this was also the point industry represented Mr. Stitt 
also spoke this His point was that the industry which 
now has now has rights take usable water out certain points 
along the river, takes very dim view the idea that after you 
come along and all these benefits you expect them pay for 
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the cost taking away something which they already have. This 
was the point which they made. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, let ask you further 
question. Would not have been well, nevertheless, have intro- 
duced this proposal this Session Congress? Don't you feel 
will little late introducing the future rather 
than this Congressional Session? 

MR. VAN TASSELL: They have under advisement, Mrs. 
Davis. don't know what will the outcome it. think per- 
haps they may introduce it, but the question payment, the 
cost dollars for the water received after the 
structure completed was one which industry and agriciulture 
objected to. other words, they felt that since these structures 
are going necessary produce benefits for another section 
the country that therefore the costs involved retaining their 
rights should part the cost for the people who are going 
get the benefits. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Let ask you further question 
then. you know whether not any conferences were held with the 
officials the State Department Water Resources, with Senator 
Engle others pertaining cooperative program far the 
creation barrier both Federal and State, somewhat the San 
Luis Reservoir? 

MR. VAN TASSELL: can't answer that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: see Mr. O'Connell shaking his 


head yes, evidently that the case. Thank you. 
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VAN TASSELL: Dave Pelgen the Department 
Water Resources addressed our State Council its May meeting 
Yountville. Hall, head the United States Fish 
and Wildlife River Basin Studies addressed our Contra Costa and 
Alameda County Council several months ago. The Associated Sportsmen 
have their own active anti-pollution, lakes and streams, fish and 
wildlife, water resources and legislative committees that listen 
carefully and try understand these important issues dealing with 
water, but are not engineers and our great concern that the 
general public not having heard these experts completely confused 
about the entire situation. 

learn from Pelgen that the California Water Plan 
the product studies begun 1947 under Governor Earl Warren, 
continued under Governor Knight, which are still under study. The 
first step that plan the one which will carry out the Feather 
River Still decided are many further steps the 
final California Water These are decisions that greatly 
the public interest and the sportsmen and the 
general public have responsibility intelligently examine and 
understand. 

are that this public understanding 
the problem makes even more important that this Committee proceed 
with utmost oaution gather and evaluate every detail making 
its decisions. urge that the services all the State agencies, 
water pollution, natural resources, fish and game, public health 


and the United States agencies similar categories coordinated 
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MR. VAN TASSELL: Dave Pelgen the Department 
Water Resources addressed our State Council its May meeting 
Yountville. Hall, head the United States Fish 
and Wildlife River Basin Studies addressed our Contra Costa and 
Alameda County Council months ago. The Associated Sportsmen 
have their own active anti-pollution, lakes and streams, fish 
wildlife, water resources and legislative committees that listen 
and try understand these important issues dealing with 
water, but are not engineers and our great concern that the 
general public not having heard these experts completely confused 
about the entire situation. 

learn from Pelgen that the California Water Plan 
the product studies begun 1947 under Governor Earl Warren, 
continued under Governor Knight, which are still under study. The 
first step that plan the one which will carry out the Feather 
River Projects. Still decided are many further steps the 
final California Water Plan.. These are decisions that greatly 
concern the public interest and which the sportsmen and the 
general public have responsibility intelligently examine and 
understand. 


are convinced that this public lack understanding 


utmost caution gather and evaluate every detail making 
decisions. urge that the services all the State agencies, 
water pollution, natural resources, fish and game, public health 


and the United States agencies similar categories coordinated 
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order that the very best possible solutions are found and adopted 
these vital matters. 

Only coordinating the skill, wisdom and engineering ability 
all the available agencies can sure that the recreational 
values are not being unnecessarily sacrificed. The plans must con- 
tain both preservation and protection the existing facilities and 
replacement and enhancement those which will inevitably destroyed 
The money this part the program must included the law. 
ffir determination the dollar value the losses must made 
that can accurately assessed. The sportsmen ob- 
this not. having been done the California Water Resources 
Development Bond Act, which believe number 1106. other words, 
not specifically that bond act, and object its not 
being 

The sportsmen went Governor Brown and has considered 
the sportsmen's objections the present provisions the California 
Water Bond With your permission will quote from the Governor's 
statement this subject, Laws which will guarantee suit- 
able pattern for maintenance, protection and enhancement wildlife 
under the Bond Act should passed the 1961 Session the Legis- 
will urge the 1961 Legislature establish the pattern 
which have referred and will actively work toward that end 

"To these ends intend the following: 


Water Resources instructing that Department continue include 
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the planning and development and include the construction 
facilities under the Burns-Porter Act, provisions for the oper- 
ation and construction those facilities and such additional 
facilities may required, for the preservation and enhancement 
fish and wildlife and for recreation. 

Such directive will also contain instruction 
that its planning, establishment rates for project commodities 
and contracts such costs are properly allocable the preser- 
vation fish and wildlife shall considered cost water and 
power supply. Costs incurred and incurred for the enhancement 
fish and wildlife and recreation shall considered non- 
reimbursable the extent that such costs are equal less 
than the sums heretofore hereafter made available from the Cal- 
ifornia Water Fund the Investment Fund. This, however, should 
not construed conclusion that some reasonable charge for 
the use recreational facilities fish and wildlife may not 
collected from 

That the next regular Session the Calif- 
ornia Legislature intend present and urge the passage 
the Legislature specific legislation further implement points 
and above." 

ASSEMBLYMAN When did make the statement? 

VAN TASSELL: About two months ago. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: public statement? 

VAN TASSELL: public statement, yes, sir. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: May ask, are you aware the 
present time that new legislation must introduced incorporate 
into the Fish and Game Code the word "State" that the State 
California would actually obligated financially take care 
only preservation start with? You are aware that? 


VAN TASSELL: This was the subject resolution 


our last State Council meeting, Mrs. Davis. The matter was dis- 
cussed and resolution was adopted. realized that time was 


the essence and didn't want get too involved here and confuse 


myself and the Committee, didn't bring the matter up, but 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: know, course, both know 
that 

MR, VAN TASSELL: You have opposed the measure, have 
you not? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: No, not for preservation, because 
historically the water users have accepted the philosophy, both 
Federal and. State, that any time they place any diversion the 
stream that they have absorbed those costs, and have talked 
some the State-wide associations relative this situation, and 
find objection that phase. The proposed legislation 
feel that the water users should have absorb, and are trying 
another funds, because don't feel that the 


users should obligated for the enhancement features, and 
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realize, you try take money out the Act 


should you will difficulty anyway because 


Will consistently competing with other water users for this 


and frankly think you would asking too 


much them absorb the costs enhancement fish and game and 


recreation. 


further 


along testimony, Mrs. Davis. have been told that 


the fish screens Tracy pumps cost the neighborhood 


dollars construct. The operation and maintenance has run into 


several times this amount already. not believe there are pro- 


visions the Burns-Porter Act for this kind fish screens its 
structures. Therefore, are offering the following resolution fox 
action the 1961 Legislature. 
"Resolution--ASC 60-19 
"Proposing the mandatory application the Federal Fish 
Wildlife Coordination Act all California Water Projects. 
"Whereas, the State California now the eve 
great water development program, both State and private projects, 


each such project will affect our 


@ 


that some the fishery facilities 


set forth Division number Fish; Part number 


we 


Articles numbers and Sections 5900 through 6028 the 


California Game Code will required each 
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obvious that the fishery 
itures require from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund under the 
oresent orovisions said Section 5900 through 6028 all State 
California water projects and all other non-State projects will amount 
impossibility for said fund meet, now therefore, 
hat the State Council the Associated 
California, Incorporated, propose the 1961 Legislature through 
the California Wildlife Federation, legislation 
will make the the Federal Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act all water projects the State 
each project, other adequate fund designated the 
legisleture, wiil bear the same fishery preservation costs ars 
being borne the Federal Government the recent 
Central Valleys Project." 

This res was submitted the Feather River and Gun 
Club, Council Number and the State 
the California, Incorporated. 


Mr. Chairman, might ask the gentle 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Yes, Mr. Lowrey. 


LOWREY: not quite clear read 
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this over few minutes ago. Are you asking the California Legis- 
lature pass similar legislation the Federal Act you 
want the Federal Act apply all California water projects? 

MR. VAN TASSEL: This proposal which will 
submitted 1961, are talking about the future. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Yes, I'm aware that. 

MR, VAN TASSELL: understand your Where- 
ever Federal money goes into project, Federal law applies. Now, 
would like see similar method legislative philosophy 
adopted other projects the 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: the State level? 

VAN TASSELL: the State level, yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: But direct relationship 
the Federal statute? 

MR, VAN TASSELL: No, but similar statute, other 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Okay. 

MR. VAN TASSELL: similar statute covering the same 
thinking. This was the answer, Mrs. Davis, the question when you 
asked me. The sportsmen feel that the plans which are proposed in- 
clude many attractive features which offer substitute certain new 
enhancement structures replace fishery resources which are going 
sacrificed. These features should written into the law 
but their cost and the cost maintenace and operation should 


made part the charge borne non-reimbursable expense 
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those who receive the benefits. 

have seen that some features the Central Valley Project 
which were supposed preserve and protect the fishery the San 
Joaquin well the salinity control promised the project plans 
have been left out the final law interpreted in- 
effective. enlarge just moment that, Mr. Carlson told 
yesterday that had understanding that releases were made 
control the salinity the Delta region. Now, this understanding 
was not reduced contract that time, and obviously that one 
the conditions which faces today the loss the San 
resource fishery resource. declare that the public 
interest protect well enhance the fish and wildlife resources 
every water project the State California. think 
possible with proper planning retain these and all other natural 
resources. the law the State and the duty this 
Committee. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much, Mr. Van Tassell. 
Any other questions? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Yes, have one. the 
Associated Sportsmen been able ascertain have you tried 
see what aggressive approach the State Department Fish and Game 
going make the clarification legislation for the preser- 
vation feature alone? 

MR, VAN TASSELL: have consulted with some the 
heads the Department. However, what their actions are, I'm not 
Qualified tell you. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Would not well for the 
Associated Sportsmen assure themselves and ascertain the position 
and future activity the Department Fish and Game this re- 
gard since you solely support them financially? 

MR, VAN TASSELL: certainly intend to, Mrs. Davis 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: hope 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Z'Berg. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: wonder could ask you 
guestion. You are generally familiar with the plan the Delta that 
the Department thinking about, assume, the Delta cross-canal 
and the cutting off various channels and the master levees and 
all that. With regard this physical set-up the Delta that 
the Department thinking about doing, does your group think this 
good idea, you oppose what the Department thinking 
about doing, what you think about the actual work they want 

VAN TASSELL: you remember the answer that the 
man from Stockton gave you this question yesterday? have had 
submitted the Department several different plans. are 
confused the people from Stockton are. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Lunardi and then Mr, Williamson. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: the second the last para- 
graph the last page here, you say "These features should 
written into the law but their cost and the cost maintenance and 
operation should made part the charge borne non- 
reimbursable expense those who receive the benefits." 
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Whom you your opinion the Associated Sports- 
men's opinion, you feel that these costs should borne the 
water user? 

VAN TASSELL: Let's take example the kind 
conditions are referring to. Let's take, for example, div- 
ersion screen large installation like Tracy pump, which runs 
into million dollars just for the construction the facility 
the diversion fish around the pumping plant. Now, since this 
essential step the creation the diversion, should 
paid for the people going get the benefit from the 
diversion. The fish are already Now then, this protect 
the fish. protect the resource both from the recreational 
standpoint and the food standpoint. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Then, you were talking about 
enhancement 

VAN TASSELL: wouldn't say this enhancement. 
feel this This protect the fish which are 
already there, 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Fine. 

MR. VAN TASSELL: Now, since you want something else 
somewhere else, let the people who want pay for it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Okay. Fine. That answers 

MR, VAN TASSELL: That not enhancement. That 
preservation. you had question, Mr. Williamson. 
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CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Williamson. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: Yes, you have indicated the 
dissatisfaction your group with respect the failure the 
Legislature include certain provisions the Water Bond Act. 

VAN TASSELL: Disappointment. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: Well, does this not represent 
position that you have taken publicly? 

VAN TASSELL: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: far the Bond Act 

MR, VAN TASSELL: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: was curious know what 
your position now the view the Governor's attitude and his 
published statement intention with regard these matters that 
you are concerned about. 

MR. VAN TASSELL: Well, our view the Governor's 
attitude that are very pleased note that this his 
tude, but back the point that don't want have 
the Executive every four years. want this part the 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: What going your 
position then with respect the Water Bond Act that will the 
ballot November? you intend change your position publicly 
are you going ride along you had the past? 


MR. VAN TASSELL: are not going change our 
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position publicly, and the man said yesterday, have decided 
how are going 
ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: And what further you think 


that the Governor could meet your objections this point 


between now and November, should say? 

VAN TASSELL: Nothing that can see between now 
and 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: see. your position 
firm that? 

VAN TASSELL: Yes, sir. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much, Mr. Van Tassell. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: They are three years too late, 
Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Could be. Better late than never, 
though. May now call upon Walter Shannon, Director the 
Department Fish and Mr. Shannon required another 
part the State this afternoon, want put him this 
time. 

MR, SHANNON: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for 
putting early. 

name Walter Shannon, Director the Department 
Fish and Game. This Mr. Jack Fraser, Chief the Water Project 
Branch. would like preface remarks here saying that 
this statement Will find lot problems involved fish and 


game wherein fish and game involved the water development 
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California, but would like make clear that presenting 
this statement are not opposition water development 
California, that believe water development necessary and will 
have come the growth California, and these fish and game 
problems must resolved. would like point out some these 
problems our presentation. 

The Delta Central Station" for vast numbers 
fish and game which move and out the Sacramento and San 
Valleys and San Francisco Bay Area. also the permanent home 
number highly desirable sport species. The Delta the distri- 


bution center through which populations salmon, steelhead, shad, 


sturgeon, striped bass, ducks, geese and other fish and wildlife 
species pass their way and from other areas. the "living 
room" striped bass because supplies the essential spawning and 
nursery conditions essential these fish. also the home 
catfish, black bass, sunfish and other local fish populations im- 
The Delta passageway, spawning area, fishing grounds, 
nursery area, and resting area irreplaceable importance fish 
and game resources California. 

The Delta the "buffer zone" between fresh water and salt 
water; area rich aquatic foods and provides vast 
area water habitat for multitude species. 

The following are some the fish and wildlife species 
dependent upon the Delta for existence. 


Let's take the striped bass. Although many adult striped 
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bass spend their summers the salt water San Francisco Bay and 
nearby coastal waters, they migrate into the brackish and fresh 
water the Delta late autumn. They spend the winter these 
areas and the spring spawn the Delta and the lower sections 
tributary rivers. Their free-floating eggs and newly-hatched 
fish are carried about the currents water and are the mercy 
water diversions. 

The magnitude and importance the striped bass resource 
indicated the total catch which approximated 
1957. About 2,600,00 angler days ‘recreation were spent striped 
bass fishing the same year. 

Striped bass were estimated produce sport fishery with 
annual value million dollars based 1953 data. believe 
would over million dollars annually based present-day 
costs and values, and this very conservative might 
well said would amount million 

Let consider the King salmon. Between 200,000 and 600,000 
adult King salmon pass through the Delta each year their way 
spawning areas the tributary rivers and millions their offspring 
return their way the ocean. The salmon spawning areas the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin System support population major importance, 
not only the sport fishery the rivers themselves, but the 
Sport and fisheries the ocean off California, Oregon 
and Washington. 

Salmon passing through the Delta contribute about million 
pounds annually the California commeroial landings. They 
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also make equal greater contribution the Oregon-Washington 
The 1953 California sport and commercial catch 
salmon from the Sacramento-San Joaquin stocks was valued 
excess With sky-rocketing prices the value 
much greater today. 

Steelhead: Like salmon, steelhead migrate through the 
Delta from the ocean Generally they farther the 
rivers and into the smaller tributaries. The young also pass through 
the Delta their way the ocean complete the life cycle. 

From studies have conducted estimate there annual 
run 20,000 35,000 steelhead which spawn the Sacramento 
River System north the Feather River. this number must 
add the unknown number steelhead which spawn the rivers and 
streams the Central Valley south the Feather All pass 
through the Delta, 

And relation shad, this species growing popularity 
sport fish. It, too, migrates upstream through the Delta 
the rivers above tidewater May and June. The young 
hatch four six days and gradually move downstream the 
ocean, but may remin the Delta late Although 
population estimates are unavailable, shad are abundant and this 
combined with their popularity will make this most 
valuable resource the Central Valley the future. 

The 1950 commercial shad catch 1,263,000 pounds gives 


idea abundance. All these fish were from Sacramento-San Joaquin 


q 
3 
; 
t 
cA 
4 J 
* 
3 
f 
3 
} 


stocks. 

far waterfowl are concerned, the Delta and Suisun areas 
comprise most important waterfowl wintering and hunting area which 
1953 contributed about 780,000 ducks and 23,000 geese the total 
waterfowl hunting value. The Department operates refuge water- 
fowl management area this vicinity aggregating 10,487 acres. 

These areas are devoted waterfowl conservation, prevention crop 
depradation and controlled harvest waterfowl. The abundant water 
and marsh areas the Delta are key elements importance 
California waterfowl. 

For all these species, plus the abundant non-migratory resident 
fish and wildlife the Delta basic essential. 

What are some the problems created the Delta Pool 
Concept? 

the objectives the California Water 
Resources Development System will necessitate major changes the 
the Delta know them today. Quant- 
ities, quality, direotional flow, temperatures, and passageways for 
water are planned many areas, 

The gradual blending salt and fresh water the Delta 
would, times, sudden change and sharp temperature and 


salinity gradients expected under operation the Delta Water 


Suoh sudden changes oan damaging stress migratory 
Changed salinities would affeot the State's waterfowl 


3 
: 
7 
| ‘ 
; 
z 
; 
me 
3 


management areas Joice and Grizzly Islands necessitating supple- 


mentary fresh water supplies. Many duck clubs the area below 


the control structure would experience the necessity for similar 


augmentation fresh water supplies. Clubs above the control struc- 


ture would experience improved water least those areas 


presently subject salinity encroachment. 

The control structure, master levee system and upstream flood 
control provided the State water development system would our 
opinion result marked change land use patterns the Delta 


which turn would have major effect waterfowl and game popu- 


lations. For example, extensive reclamation sloughs, marshes and 

areas presently subject annual flooding would undoubtedly take 

place. This may reduce the wintering area for waterfowl. the 

other hand, these changes may improve conditions for pheasants and 
upland game, 

Water quality would become critical and more difficult prob- 
lem control with reduced dilution flows below the control structure 
and the vital necessity maintaining high-quality standards for 
exported water above the control This would probably 
result the discharge inoreasing volumes waste into the area 
below the structures. The waste assimilative capacity 

these waters will greatly reduced the flows 

fresh water for dilution. This problem will necessitate 
Sive study, with respeot the effeots the San Joaquin 
waste conduit disoharge. 
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What are some the migratory fish problems? 

The migratory fishes pose some the most complex problems 
requiring solution. The upstream migrating adult salmon, steel- 
head, striped bass, sturgeon and shad would experience vastly 
changed environment enroute their spawning areas and the case 
striped bass they would find most their spawning areas changed 
Some these changes may beneficial but most them 
seem pose problems rather than benefits the migration these 
fishes. 

Under ultimate planned project operation there could in- 
sufficient flows fresh water into San Francisco Bay and out 
the Golden Gate provide attraction for salmon and steel- 
head times. The temperatures and salinity gradients may 
severe enough serve depressant the health the mi- 
grants. traveling upstream the fish would have passthrough 
locks and fish ladders the control structures which should not 
much obstacle salmon steelhead, but which will 
special problems striped bass and shad which are not renowned 
for their ability willingness pass such 

The migrants would confronted strange mixtures water 
Which some cases will flow different directions depending upon 
operations. I'm sure you oan appreciate the confusion which may 
result for the fish. Unfortunately, not have traffic 
men for salmon and would have find other solutions the problem. 


Similarly, the billions downstream migrants would face 
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formidable series diversions, still water, water and 
rooting problems. Since most downstream migrants follow the flow 
water and since, times most the flow planned 
diverted from the Delta, will pose tremendous challenge 

all concerned separate eggs and fish from the diverted water and 
keep them moving seaward the diminishing water supplies. 

Perhaps the greatest problem all the lack knowledge 
the probable effects the project fish and wildlife and 
means preventing compensating for these You probably 
have noticed that have used the terms "probably", "may", and other 
rather indefinite statements foregoing discussions. dislike 
taking this approach but would less than honest with you 
were express confidence the effects the project fish 
and wildlife, and the existence well-defined programs find the 
answers the problems. This does not mean that are without 
any knowledge the problems and what can solve them. 
expression concern that what know inadequate solve 
all the problems. 

How can solve these problems? 

The Department either independently cooperation with the 
Department Water Resources, Bureau Reclamation and other agencies 
has conducted number investigations which provide some knowledge 
the problem maintaining the fish and wildlife resources 
the Delta. Similarly the Department Water Resources, United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and United State Bureau Reclam- 


ation have helped through their studies. 
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The fish and wildlife Appendix the report the Water 
Project Authority Feasibility Construction Barriers 
the San Francisco Bay System dated June, 1955, the best general 
review the subject available. 

our knowledge studies planning have been undertaken 
find ways which the Delta Project can used enhance fish 
and wildlife resources. That the time this statement. 

Some experiments have been conducted. Under program financed 
the Department Water Resources, Fish and Game personnel con- 
ducted some studies fish passage experimental fishway 
installation our Grizzly Island Waterfowl Management Area. 
attempt test the ability various species migratory fish 
passing through vertical baffle-type fish ladder various veloci- 
ties. 

The results were encouraging some respects and give cause 
for concern others. were able pass striped bass, shad, 
sturgeon, salmon, steelhead and white catfish through the experi- 
mental ladder. The percentage success, however, particularly 
the case striped bass and shad, points the need for additional 
studies. 

The Bureau Reclamation and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
conducted extensive studies determine the most efficient means 
young fish from large volumes water their Tracy pumping 
plant the head the Delta Mendota Canal. The studies and develop- 
ment work leading adopting the new louver-type screen cost 
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some $800,000.00. The screen was constructed cost million 
hundred-thousand dollars, and saved over 11,800,000 fish 1959. 

has been saving average over 
fish per day this year. cite these figures indicate you 
that the screening fish small problem and will major 
factor connection with the Delta Water Project. 

the evaluation various barrier proposals, the Depart- 
ment Water Resources contracted with the Department Fish and 
Game analyze the various plans for salinity control based upon 
existing information. Our comparison the various plans was made 
reference the estimated losses which might expected the 
various fisheries resources. 

Based our report, the Department Water Resources esti- 
mated the cost fish protective facilities for each the various 
plans. Although the extent information upon which these estimates 
are based could questioned, the estimates were made similar 
manner for each plan and this basis form legitimate comparison. 

can seen the attached table, page 13, the junction 
point presently proposed Delta Water Project Plan will the 
least harmful fisheries resources. The other plans their order 
damages fisheries resources are: Chipps Island, 
Dillon Point, Point San Pablo and the Reber Plan. Similarly, the 
cost fish proteotive facilities estimated the Department 
Water Resources would less expensive with the junction point 


plan and expensive the same order previously 
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listed them for fish losses. 

Although solutions the fish and wildlife problems will 
means simple with any the suggested barrier plans, the 
greatest possibilities for over-all success lie with the junction 
point plan which has now been selected the basis for the Delta 
Water Project. 

The need for the Delta Water Project mounting and will 
probably not long before planning will turn construction. Be- 
fore that time comes there job done and not small 
one. detailed plan for maximum protection and compensation for 
unavoidable losses fish and wildlife resources must developed. 
The millions upon millions dollars and the extensive efforts that 
have been expended State and Federal agencies maintain suitable 
conditions for salmon, steelhead, striped bass and waterfowl the 
Central Valley will have been idle gesture indeed should 
now forsake these resources inaction. 

Quite properly the Governor has given clear mandate his 
administration and think this was mentioned the previous speaker 
won't quote the Governor this again, but have attached 
full copy copy the full text the Governor's statement for 
your reference which page 14. 

Specifically the following things need done connection 
with fish and wildlife and the Delta Water 

Prepare thorough analysis water routing throughout 


the Delta terms time and volume and relation upstream and 
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downstream migrations salmon, steelhead, shad, striped bass and 
sturgeon. 

Conduct further studies migration routes and the needs 
migrating fishes. 

Carry out detailed studies salinities and temperatures 
give reliable estimate post-project conditions and evaluate 
the effects the forecasted values all games fishes and other 
aquatic organisms upon which they may feed. 

Conduct detailed studies probable planned 
use development the Delta and its probable effect waterfowl 
and game populations. 

Carry out studies evaluate post-project water quality 
with special reference the effect the San waste conduit 

Develop and carry out specific plan for the full pro- 
tection and maintenace fish and wildlife including design criteria 
for fish passage, fish screening and other fisheries protection and 
maintenance facilities. This will necessitate conducting number 
tests with pilot models fairly large scale. 

Develop and carry out plan compensation for those 
losses, any, waterfowl and anadromous fishes which will occur 
despite the protection measures taken number above. 

Develop plan for enhancement fish and wildlife 
additional purpose and accomplishment the Delta Water Project. 
may say that the protection and compensation 
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measures which will taken connection with the Delta Water 
Project, for that matter any other salinity control barrier, 
will major cost factor the development. The cost estimates 
for the fish protective facilities which have been made far are, 
opinion, extremely conservative and incomplete. This not 
meant criticism because such estimates have been very prelimin- 
ary meant alert all concerned that this not 
minor problem that can solved minimum effort and expenditure 
funds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Thank you, Mr. Shannon. Are 
there any questions members the Committee? Mr. Geddes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GEDDES: I'd like ask you this, sir. 
think you have made very complete paper, but one thing came 
mind when talked about the replacement the loss fish. 
you regard that this light that suppose 
inevitably because the construction barrier some point 
the change habitat that there will diminishing certain 
species fish, but another part the program the construction 
very large lake that does not now presently exist above Oroville 
Dam. When that lake stocked with fish, although dif- 
ferent kind fish, still would made available anglers. 
that what you mean compensation? 

MR. SHANNON: No, mean--we don't mean that 
compensation, Mr. Geddes. You are talking about the lake which would 
exist above Oroville Dam? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GEDDES: That right. 

SHANNON: No, that would not compensate any 
manner for the loss the fish that are now passing through the 
Delta Compensation might where something else provided 
the Delta Area speak. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GEDDES: the area itself rather than 
the substitution the over-all plan? 

MR, SHANNON: This might occur the big pool where 
the fresh-water pool and fresh-water fish would exist there. 
important that would open guess. But whether not 
would replace compensate for the loss maybe the striped bass 
these anadromous fishes hard say. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Lowrey, believe next with 
question. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: page the last part the 
paragraph starting with the next-to-the-last you say, 
"This would probably result the discharge inoreasing volumes 
wastes into the area below the control You are 
speaking there the discharge drainage waters from the San 
Joaquin Valley, that 

MR, SHANNON: Well that, yes, and suoh other effluent 
and forth are now discharged industry and oities and 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: other words, will 
concentration? 
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MR. SHANNON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: And will dumped into it? 

MR, SHANNON: assume would dumped into the 
area below the control structures. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Yes, below the control structures, 
because the water quality would have high above the control 
structures. Well now, that would mean that the area below the 
structures then would polluted, that fair statement? 

SHANNON: could--of course, pollution some- 
what indefinite term, but doubt there would some down- 
grading the water quality. How extensive would remain seen 
and then, too, the effect less water would increase this possi- 
bility. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: pollution? 

SHANNON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: there any possibility--in your 
studies has been shown that there the possibility that this 
might violation the pollution laws now the statute books? 

MR. SHANNON: don't think have looked into 
that far, have we, Jack? course, any pollution that occurs, 
the extent that affects fishlife the detriment 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: And violation the existing 
Code? 

MR. SHANNON: And would violation existing State 
Law, but couldn't determine that until this thing built. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 


That right. Then, has 


that effect understanding the law that you have the 


right stop that pollution, that correct? 


MR, SHANNON: have the right take court, 


yes, and prevent such pollution. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 
point. 


Just interesting little side 


SHANNON: Did you want ask something? 


FRASER: are 


trying point possible dif- 


here that will encountered connection with water 


With the absolute necessity maintaining real high 


quality above the barrier for export other areas, there will 


general tendency put wastes some place else. The obvious place 


below the barrier, 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 


That right. 


MR. The waste conduit also will carry wastes 


far know the present time undetermined 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 


That right. 


FRASER: feel studies should made this 


problem that everybody fully aware where are going. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 
the San Franoisco Bay further, 

SHANNON: There 


This discharge channel without 


greater lesser extent pollute 


are ways taking such 
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MR, FRASER: need not pollute the San Francisco 
Bay water understand the problem that may created here 
the various uses this area that will result from the Delta 
Project. understand these thoroughly and work this problem 
ahead time, can prevent degradation water San 
Francisco Bay and the Delta, but without thorough analysis 
this ahead time and understanding the problems involved, 
may very well suddenly find ourselves some day position 
suddenly realizing that water quality going downhill very rapidly 
the Delta, This the thing are trying point up. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Well now, you are speaking 
the area, not necessarily the Delta, but you are speaking the 
area, and there were obstruction placed the channel, 
would the San Francisco Bay, San Francisco Bay facing 
possible pollution problem, additional pollution problem ad- 
dition that which exists the present time result this 
plan. that fair statement? 

MR. SHANNON: might be, yes. certainly some- 
thing that has considered. possibility certainly. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mrs. Davis, you have question? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Yes, follow this through-- 
how closely the past years have you worked with the Department 
Water order that you are adequately familiar and 
also the Department with your problems? 
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SHANNON: With the problem relation the 
Delta Project? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Yes. 

SHANNON: work quite closely with the Department 
Water Resources and, Jack, you can probably into detail 
this what progress has been made and forth. 

FRASER: have worked very closely with the 
Department Water Resources and have, course, been handi- 
capped somewhat the fact that have been dealing with number 
different plans and has not been until only just recently 
that things have sort jelled down where are dealing with 
one plan. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: And that this one you have 
recommended, the junction point? 

MR, FRASER: The Delta Project proposed the 
Department Water 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: And you are favor that? 

MR, FRASER; The analysis have made far, based 
existing knowledge, indicates that this the least harmful 
various plans fish and wildlife, and now would the time 
start looking this plan this definitely the one 
adopted, start looking this plan detail its effects 
fish and wildlife and develop the plans for their 
and enhancement and forth. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, course, once con- 
negotiated, it's going little too late for you 
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look into all the points, the eight points that you have listed 
here, isn't it, Mr. Fraser? What are you going after 
water contract signed? are you going change view 
the fact that within negotiated contract, fish and game have 
priority? 

SHANNON: Are you asking Mr. Fraser? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: don't care who answers it. 
I'm just interested. 

MR, SHANNON: Well, there great need for study. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, Mr. Shannon, don't 
have time for studies. are about three years too late. This 

SHANNON: realize that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: what are going about 

MR. SHANNON: The Department itself doesn't have the 
money carry these studies and it's going take quite bit 
money and the only thing can hope initiate such studies 
soon possible and carry them with design and forth, 
the engineering design the project. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, let say you, 
not true that with the cooperation the Department Water 
Resources, the Legislature did appropriate funds which are now yet 
unused contractual agreement for fishery experts far this 


water development program concerned? This was brought out 
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our San Diego hearing. Now, those funds have not been utilized 
and those positions have not been filled contractual agreement 
between the two Departments. Now, I'm wondering why. 

MR, SHANNON: I'm not aware that there any amount 
you know, Jack? 

MR. FRASER: say this, that the use this 
contractual service has perhaps been overestimated overrated. 
The purpose these positions that have the contract service 
section that are working over the Department Water Resources 
are for the purpose aiding the Department Water Resources 
the planning water projects. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Yes. 

MR, FRASER: Now, the total number positions that 
have been assigned that believe are the neighborhood about 
six. Now, have had little difficulty here the past year 
filling some those positions. have two three vacancies. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Why this? 

MR, FRASER: Mainly because the unavailability 
speak qualified fisheries biologists. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well then, there need for 
the Legislature give you any additional moneys you can't fill 
the positions that you now have. 

MR, FRASER: Mrs. Davis, this temporary thing 
that ocourred and have been attempting and think 


have been able so. All these positions are filled now, 
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but these are five six men. are dealing here with problem 
far greater magnitude. Now, those five six men produced this 
preliminary study, this Appendix which was very good study 
based the existing knowledge. These men could not out and 
develop the additional knowledge that necessary. They had 
deal entirely with the availability existing knowledge. What 
are pointing here that existing knowledge inadequate. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, told you the last 
Legislative Session view the essence time, contractual 
agreement the only possible way that you people could approach 
this problem. cannot take the time, nor the sportsmen have 
the financial capability building another bureau your 
department the Water Section for this purpose because you wouldn't 
achieve your purpose anyway because the time doesn't permit you 
actually find your people and acquaint them with your departmental 
procedures and study these things and evaluate them and issue the 
reports the Legislature. You would lost the fog. 

MR, SHANNON: Well, Mrs. Davis, might say when you 
said there was money appropriated, thought there was money 
addition what used the contract section. had knowledge 
any such money. don't care how this done. the money 
available and the people and there well-qualified outfit 
who can this work, are certainly not opposed doing 
basis, and done faster that way, are 


certainly all for it. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Well, may commend you because 
discussed this with Mr. Fraser last Legislative Session and was 
very interested encouraging more funds into this contractual 
agreement type philosophy that you people could have some 
help. 

SHANNON: certainly wouldn't adverse 
doing this contract basis with some reputable organization. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you. Mr. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Mr. Shannon, the money that 
Will used for this major development for protection and 
sation, you think that this cost should reimbursable 
non-reimbursable matter? reimbursable, who you think should 
the reimbursing, and non-reimbursable, you think the money 
should come from the bond issue from the General Fund? 

SHANNON: Well, would have separate certain 
features this thing begin with. other words, far 
the protection fish and game, this resource that exists, our 
stand has always been that whoever builds project should 
responsible maintain that resource compensate for it. The 
resource belongs the people. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: then you would say the 
money should come from the bond issue? 

MR, SHANNON: far the protection and the main- 
tenance goes, this should come from whatever fund use 


particular construction which lots cases would 
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the water bond fund. Then this should reimbursed the project 
users the State. Now, the other hand have-- 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Let stop you right there. 
Now, understand because the fact that this Delta cross- 
canal and the Delta Project will the project used, there 
going arise all these problems tremendous magnitude that 
you have talked about. you feel then that the users the 
after these problems have been solved should the ones who 
pay for these tremendous amounts money which are going 
spent solve these problems? 

SHANNON: No, the users the Delta such the 
boat owners and forth, but the project users, those who get the 
water, those who use the power, and whatever may 
from it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Fine. 

SHANNON: The boat owners, the fishermen and 
forth might some cases pay small amounts certain areas, say 
minimum amounts for sanitary facilities, provide care for 
tary facilities and things like that, but they shouldn't pay any 
part part any amount money. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Then, you think the cost for 
doing this development should reimbursable cost, reimbursed 
the users the entire project? 

MR, SHANNON: Yes. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Fine. 
MR, SHANNON: Then, get into enhancement. 
ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Well now, just limiting ourselves 


that extent far then, under the provisions 1106, there 
authority Senate Bill 1106 for the use bond money for these 
purposes, you know? 

MR, SHANNON: understanding that the bond money 
can used for all these purposes including enhancement, that this 
legally possible. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: All right. understand what 
the position your Department then, you would like some the 
money from 1106 used for the preservation the fish and wild- 
life the Delta, the repairing any damage which done? 

SHANNON: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: you know whether the Department 
Water Resources has any position this? 

SHANNON: wouldn't. They have position, but 
order that might not misquote them, would rather have them 
answer, 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: All right. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Davis. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: have question here. far 
the legal aspeot pertaining the water funds money the bonds 
for preservation, not true, though, Mr. Shannon, that there 
Will have new legislation spelling out the Fish and Game 
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Code that the State going responsible for this? 

MR, SHANNON: don't think that legislation 
necessary. think desirable and highly desirable. 
think that this can done the administration. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: far 1106, yes, but 
not true assure the sportsmen that this will done under 
1106 you need new legislation spell that 

SHANNON: certainly think highly desir- 
able get legislation, and the concurs and has said 
his statement. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: see. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That for enhancement? 

MR, SHANNON: For all those things, including 
enhancement. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: The Governor, hope, doesn't 
intend place the expenditure enhancement upon the users 
themselves? 

MR, SHANNON: No, wanted little further 
relation Mr, Z'Berg's question and that that far 
enhancement concerned, where you are going inorease recre- 
ational possibilities through fishing and hunting whatever 
may be, then this responsibility should not fall the shoulders 
the users but should provided through some 
State fund looal fund perhaps some instances. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Could ask just one final 
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question? you know whether not--I assume that you do--this 
major cost factor which figure that you don't know yet 
you haven't had studies, but will major cost factor, 10, 
million dollars, whatever would be, whether this has 
used any the studies the Department Water Resources 
computing the cost water? 

SHANNON: couldn't answer that Mr. 
Could you, Fraser? 

MR. think you best ask the Department 
Water Resources, 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: you know what figure they are 
using? 

MR, FRASER: can quote you some the figures that 
believe have been used--no, can't either. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: That all right. ask 
the Department. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: The Department will testify later. 
Any other questions? Thank you very much, Mr. Shannon and Mr. 
Fraser for your excellent 

MR, want thank you very much for the 
opportunity being 

CHAIRMAN PORTER; Thank Now, let's confer for 
moment. have next Colonel Sanders, Executive Officer the 
San Francisco District Corps Engineers, and will you able 


also return after lunch? 
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JOHNSON: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Fine. Why don't start with your 
statement? Does your original presentation take very long? 

JOHNSON: No, sir. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: want ask you questions and 
want get your thinking and want justice it. 

JOHNSON: I'm not Colonel Sanders. I'm Reuben 
Johnson, Chief the Planning and Report Branch, San Francisco 
District Army Corps Engineers. have prepared statement which 
has been reviewed our District Engineer, Colonel Barnett, and 
also Colonel Sanders, and expresses their views. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: All right, let's this then, Mr. 
Johnson and Members the Committee, let's have the presentation 
the paper and the Committee members will hold their questions 
possible until return from lunch, why then will able 
time better. You proceed, Mr. Johnson, please. 

JOHNSON: Mr. Chairman, here today discuss 
the interest the Army Engineer District, San Francisco, 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Area and the effect improvements 
are considering might have the Delta. The boundaries this 
District for Civil Works are limited the east the Southern 
Pacific Company railroad bridge across the Carquinez Straits, 
short distance upstream from Martinez, but considerably west 
the Deita proper. Consequently our traditional interest the Delta 
Area has been limited chiefly the effect that developments 
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that area would have navigation and around San Francisco Bay. 
The construction the deep-water channel Stockton increased 

the number ships passing through San Francisco Bay and the 
Strait. The completion the authorized deep-water ship 
channel Sacramento expected result additional in- 
These increases waterborne commerce increase the re- 
guirements for channel, navigation aids, and related facilities. 

The area upstream from the Strait, which includes the 
Delta Area, our Sacramento District. representative that 
office will discuss their problems that 

The authorization the Comprehensive Survey San 
cisco Bay and Tributaries 1950 and the assignment that Survey 
the San Francisco District, has resulted very radical change 
our interest the Delta Area. sure you know, our Sur- 
vey includes study various barrier plans, most which would 
have some effect the Delta Area. The model San Francisco Bay, 
which located Sausalito, was constructed facilitate our 
investigations hydraulic conditions the Bay and includes 
area extending upstream short distance above Chipps Island but 
not include the Delta would like this point ex- 
tend invitation the Committee visit our models. are 
very anxious have you see it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Where it? 
MR. JOHNSON: Sausalito. 
ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Sausalito. 
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JOHNSON: Just north the center town about 
mile, right the Bay. would like have maybe day 
advance notice because don't operate the model every day and 
would like have operating when you come 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: well worth while. 

MR. JOHNSON: So, for the purposes this investi- 
gation, our area responsibility has been expanded beyond the 
San Francisco District boundary include Suisun Bay and upstream 
the confluence the Sacramento and San Rivers. 

this point also would like point out that 
ducting this survey have incorporated other agencies and called 
upon them for information. From the Department Commerce 
have asked for economic projection the Bay Area its 
development the year 2020. That report just coming out 
now July and has some very interesting information regard 
how this Bay Area consisting nine counties are going de- 
velop from the standpoint growth and population and economic 
development. have also contracts with the Public Health Service 
regard pollution the Bay their use might affect the 
pollution, both within and without barriers, how the pollution 
going progress time goes connection with the population 
The Fish and Wildlife Service also making study 
the fish and wildlife aspects They are concerning 
themselves primarily with barriers and, that does in- 
clude the effect the Delta 
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You have heard considerable information about that already. 
also have called the Department Agriculture for studies 
the use marsh and tidelands for agricultural purposes 
they were reclaimed, the evaporation and transpiration fresh 
water lakes, and several other features that they have supplied 
information on, and have aiso utilized the expert services 
the United States Geological Survey and also the Bureau Reclama- 
tion. 

When this report was first started back 1954 had 


agreement with the State Department Water Resources exchange 


basic data and work with them very closely law are 
coordinating very closely with the State connection with our 
studies. 

All the north Bay barriers would effect salinity control, 
navigation, flood water conservation, reclamation, fish 
and wildlife, and marine-connected recreation; and the extent 
which such barriers would effect these features the Delta Area 
has become matter vital concern this office. 

Barriers may both beneficial and detrimental the 
Area. Probably the greatest benefit would the prevention 
salt water intrusion and the incidental conservation for 
sumptive use part the water now released for salinity 
repulsion. However, barriers would not conserve all the water 
now required for salinity repulsion. Some fresh water would 


continue lost through the navigation locks and through 
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the fishways required for passage salmon, striped bass, and 


other anadromous fish that now travel through San Francisco Bay 
and the Carquinez Strait their journeys between the ocean and 
the spawning grounds the Delta Area and the upstream reaches 
the Sacramento and San Rivers. 

Barriers also would value for flood control the 
Delta The most adverse condition conceivable for the Delta 
Area the simultaneous occurrence high flood flows the 
Sacramento-San Joaguin Rivers and high tide from the Bay. 
Chipps Island the tidal amplitude about feet, and tides af- 
fect water surface elevations the Sacramento River upstream 
the vicinity Sacramento and the San Joaquin River Stockton 
and beyond the vicinity the Mossdale Bridge. Barriers can 
operated such manner eliminate great extent these 
tidal effects and thereby bring about appreciable lowering 
flood peaks. For example, preliminary studies indicate that 
barrier the Dillon Point site the Carquinez Strait could have 
been operated bring about reduction approximately 
one foot the peak the 1955 flood. Now, one foot doesn't sound 
like lot, but one foot your house, means 
bit. 

Fresh water lakes formed barriers would extend into the 
Delta Area and the effect that such sustained water levels would 


have the levee system requires very careful consideration. Many 


the plans considered call for lakes maximum water surfaces 
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for conservation purposes considerably higher than mean sea level 
and for some plans higher than mean high water. While these would 
result water surfaces appreciably above those which prevail for 
short periods during floods under present conditions, the fact 
that water surfaces would held these higher elevations for 
long periods time would affect levee requirements. Although 
the present levees may reasonably adequate under present con- 
ditions probable that extensive improvement would required 
water surfaces were maintained constant level appreciably 
above the present average water surface elevations. order 
provide space for conservation storage higher water surfaces would 
necessary. Our studies date indicate that the optimum range 
for conservation storage would from about four feet above 
two feet below mean sea level, which probably would necessitate 
extensive improvement major levees for considerable distance 
into the 

are also concerned with the effect barriers upon 
gation and through the Barriers would beneficial from 
the standpoint decreasing the velocities and rapid 
fluctuation water surface elevations which now occur with every 
change the tide. However, addition lost time lockages 
the question arises whether not the silt that now 
carried down into San Francisco Bay and out sea would 
ited navigation channels above barriers and would 
dredging required maintain these channels. 


Recreation and fish and wildlife the Delta are also 
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matters concern connection with our barrier studies. 
you may know, the Delta Area the major spawning ground for 
striped bass, and barriers would interfere with their movement 
between the ocean and their spawning grounds. Facilities could 
provided for the passage these and other anadromous fish 
around barriers; however, there some question the minds 
experts that field the effectiveness such facilities 
for the striped bass. other words, know that salmon and 
steelhead will use fish ladders but have experience with 
striped bass and have assurance that they would utilize facil- 
ities provided for their passage around barriers the extent 
necessary maintain the present populations this species 
fish the Delta Area and San Francisco Bay. Since sport 
fishing major recreational activity the Delta Area, any 
barrier that would affect the available number striped bass 
above barrier might have marked effect the recreational 
value the Delta. 

Another matter concern the disposal liquid wastes 
that now pass through originate the Delta The 
posal return flows from the San Joaquin Valley part 
this problem. you probably know, much the return flow from 
irrigation the San Joaquin Valley too alkaline for use for 
either irrigation industrial purposes. might possible 
dispose this return flow for period time large 


pools, such would formed some the proposed barriers; 
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however, appears probable that the discharge this water into 


such pool would ultimately result unacceptable deterioration 
the quality water the pool. 


stated previously, are studying numerous barrier 


plans and alternate operation schedules connection with each 
these plans. One the major questions connection with the 
Chipps Island Barrier the Dillon Point Barrier, the extent 
which they could should operated for storage water for 
conservation addition salinity repulsion and flood control. 
The Chipps Island Barrier would have little value for 


servation storage due the relatively small capacity available 


for water storage the area upstream from the barrier. 

barrier Chipps Island operated only for salinity repulsion does 
appear have considerable merit. Upstream water surface ele- 
vations would not affected materially this barrier and there- 
fore almost increase would expected levee maintenance 

the Delta, This barrier would also eliminate the necessity for the 
proposed Cross-Delta Channel since fresh water could flow down the 
present Sacramento River channel and back the San Joaquin River 
and other channels the existing and proposed pumping plants 

the Tracy. With barrier this the waste 
water from the San Valley should diverted pipeline 
conduit point downstream from the Probably the most 
detrimental effect the Chipps Island Barrier would navi- 
gation. addition the necessity for looking through the 
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1961. This interim report will cover 


and low tide lower with total amplitude change from 


stream from the barrier would have content 
that 
ditions 
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the Dillon Point site would 


sally the same results would one Chipps Island. 


Point barrier could operated provide some for 


for the saving part the water which now discharged 
such intrusion. Also the barrier this location would 


have value for flood control operated for 
salinity repulsion only, would not require improvement 


the Suisun Bay area unless higher degree protection 


that our test indicated that the tidal amplitude change 


duled for 
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feasibility barriers San Francisco Bay. The final report 


scheduled for completion December 1963. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson, 
and now are about minutes late for our arranged lunch for 
the Committee. let's pause here. Let's recess until 1:30 when 
Mr. Johnson will back. 


(Thereupon the noon recess was taken.) 
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(Tuesday, June 28, 1960, 2:00 o'clock, P.M.) 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: have been advised not 
this, I'm going ahead and anyway. You may recall 
that some money was set aside year two ago engage the 
services some experts advise the Department Water Resources, 
and five six outstanding men their fields, engineering, 
economics and finance, were brought together. Some members the 
Committee met with them. upon occasion. They met with the 


full Committee once. They observed and one the men was 
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pure economist. guess pure economist man who uses big- 
ger words than ordinary economist. don't know, but anyway 
had propensity for making poems and wrote this one which 
will not permit published some would have been 
our Water Committee Report. 

But after listening the work yesterday and holding 
few questions that wanted ask, will ask them when want 
to. But can't help reading the second stanza of, whatever 
policies and reads thus: 

"The Army Corps Engineers insists building dams and 
weirs. 

"The Reclamation men assume that every desert ought 
bloom. 

"The Wildlife people often wish that all the world were 
game and 
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"The whiz keeping nature she is. 

Church measured the steeple and one gives 
for 

They spell "dam" d-a-m, figured was all right say 
mixed company, but have overrule consultant once 
while and what want and only brought your attention 
because mentioned some things are talking about and 
body better try say something funny anyway. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: this make warter 
barrier? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: There are times when get weary 
Lanterman just slipped note and not all notes 
get slipped are serious. After hearing about the peat 
tures blowing the Delta, Lanterman slipped note saying, 
"All this for the love 

Now, Mr. Johnson, would you come forward and think Mr. 
Collier would like first asking questions and then Mr. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Mr. Johnson, have asked this 
yesterday and want pose you again today. 
full question this. there money involved far the 
ment and paid for the State, will take Act 
Congress get permission build that salt-water barrier? 


MR, JOHNSON: Mr. Collier, answer your question, 
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there are Federal funds involved involved the building 
this barrier, will not take Act Congress. will, how- 
ever, take permit for navigation issued the Chief Engineers 
which concerns itself only with the navigation features such 
barrier order not operate navigation through the barrier. 
ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Now, second question 
this. Yesterday, testimony was given that would cost around 
million dollars build salt-water barrier Chipps Island. 
your estimation what would cost build barrier that was recom- 
mended think the Weber Report and Reber Report which are almost 
similar far the barrier between San Pablo Bay and San Francisco 
Bay are concerned, maybe using part San Francisco Bay, but what 
would the estimated cost salt-water barrier that point? 
JOHNSON: The estimated cost, course, one 

the things that are looking into our study. find that 
there are lot things that can make your cost vary even 
hundred percent and one them the foundation conditions 
barrier the Bay. 

you know, the mud some places over 200 feet deep 
and you have quite varied condition. Now, have not com- 
pleted our studies insofar this Point San Pablo and Point San 
Pedro barrier and the nearest thing can quote 
gard costs are those that came the State Barrier Report 
back 1955, and the figure got for that 123 million, and 


our estimate that figure our review that that very, very 


4 
7 
7 
4 
i 
: 
‘ 


conservative and could vary easily 100 percent. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: you had crash program 
speak arriving your conclusions far barriers are 
concerned and not with the entire Reber Plan the Weber Plan for 
the entire Bay, but just for the salt-water barrier, what would 
your estimated time that you could arrive decision whether 
you would support oppose barrier? 

JOHNSON: indicated this morning that our report 
scheduled for completion December 1961 and that based 
receiving funds from the Congress ahead that basis. 
These studies our model require time and you can't speed them 
too much just putting more people having more funds. The 
maximum that you could speed this model study come with 
conclusions regard barriers would six months. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: barrier was built the 
place just indicated, the Weber Foundation Report says that there 
would approximately million acre feet water made available 
immediately, fresh water, barrier was there. Would 
you say that those figures are approximately correct? 

JOHNSON: That figure depends entirely upon how 
water one figuring. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Speaking annually now. 

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir, one using for repelling 
salt water the present time required repel salt water, 
and that figure varies just about 100 percent it- 
recall, the Bureau Reclamation feels that 1,500 
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second feet all that required, whereas other sources indicate 
3,000. Now, the basis 3,000, why there probably would 
million acre feet annually conserved your Point San Pablo bar- 
But whether not that figure should 1,500 
3,000, I'm not prepared say. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: your opinion how many 
ditional upstream storage reservoirs, and what volume should these 
reservoirs upstream take care flood conditions that existed 
1861 and 1862? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: What was that question again? 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: You used the word our 
cheon--I wish you would use again. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: What kind flood was that? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: What was the whole question again 
please? closed eyes for instant and won't again. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: much additional upstream 
storage take care the flood, that prevent 
major damages the flood were the proportions the 1861 and 
1862 flood? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: know the answer that but 
can't say mixed company. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: has very academic 
cussion. 

JOHNSON: were just this lunch, 
and mentioned the fact that this flood 1862 resembled that 
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the time Noah and called the Noachian deluge because 

there were days rain coupled the end very gully- 
washer storm, and the descriptions you get that flood 

the Bancroft Library here the University that the entire 
Central Valley was lake and you could boat almost any 
place the Central Valley. how much additional storage 
you need contain flood like that, I'm loss even guess, 
but don't think you would ever try design for something like 
that, contain flood that magnitude. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Well, let's take the average 
mean runoff say for the last years addition our present 
storage facilities that have been completed the Sacramento and 
San Joaguin Valleys, how much additional storage space would 
need 

JOHNSON: wouldn't even know the answer that 
Perhaps Major Baldwin--would you have any figures 
that, Mr. Doyle? 

MR. DOYLE: don't have the figures available here. 

MR. JOHNSON: could probably supply that figure 
for the record, sir. don't have that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: I'm getting close the end 
built between San Pablo Bay and San Francisco Bay and had flood 
control dam built Iron Canyon and flood control dam built 


Oroville site, what your estimate the number acre feet 
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new waters that would available the State California? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: How big would the dam be? 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Assuming have million acre 
feet available built barrier between San Pablo and San 
Francisco Bay and built dam Iron Canyon for just flood 
control, how many acre feet new water would that give and 
how many acre feet water would give built the flood 
control dam Oroville? 

wouldn't have that figure, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: May digress moment. Mr. 
Weber, can you give that answer? 

WEBER: The Iron Canyon Stubblefield 
here who did the work that. The Iron Canyon Project plus 
what you could get out new reservoirs that are being built like 
Black Butte and others, all those little projects, would amount 
around million acre feet new water first step 
delivered feed the barriers and transported out. 
ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Would that addition 
the million acre feet you say would available immediately? 

WEBER: 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Thank you very much. That ends 
all questions except one other legal one. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Did you say illegal? 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Which legal question. 


there such thing riparian rights far tideland waters 
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are concerned? 

JOHNSON: Sir, wouldn't know. I'm engineer 
and haven't looked into that figure all. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: One other question and will 
final one. How far the Sacramento River due tidal 
action would you say tidelands are included? 

JOHNSON: Well, know the tides above Sacra- 
mento. you have some information that, Mr. Doyle? 

DOYLE: The tidal effect observed 
little beyond Sacramento, but tidelands, that different question. 
The river entirely confined between levees. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: And there definition-- 

DOYLE: You mean land susceptible reclamation 
from tidal overflow? 

ASSEMBLYMAN say what would you consider 
tideland? Would San Francisco tidelands, would Suisun Bay 
tidelands? 

MR. DOYLE: think you mean the area between high 
and low tide. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Yes. 

DOYLE: And along the River there 
would very small area between high and low tide because the 
steepness the banks. You would have say not much above your 
point the Sacramento River would you have any 


stantial amount tidelands That the area between 
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high and low tide, 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: other words, the definition 
would then that anything above the junction San Joaquin and 
Sacramento River would not included your definition what 
would call tidelands? 

DOYLE: the south you would have good portion 
the Delta there, but the Sacramento River beyond Rio Vista 
that vicinity, don't think you would have any significant amount 
tidelands. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Mr. Chairman, those are all 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: That concludes your perform- 
ance. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much, Bud. Mr. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Mr. Johnson, barrier in- 
stalled either Chipps Island Dillon Point, the barrier 
will have some provision made for locks some provision 
that ships can get through, right? 

JOHNSON: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And that would probably locks, 
take it? 

JOHNSON: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Now, there any policy law 
which designates who responsible for the operation and maintenance 
the locks? For instance, barrier were built will say 
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Island, would the maintenance and the 


The locks throughout the country, 
don't know any that are not operated the Federal Government. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And who would responsible 
for the cost operating and maintaining the locks? 

JOHNSON: That worked out between the State-- 
mean the one who constructs the barrier and the Federal 
the cost operation and maintenance. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Do.you have any 
where the United. States that you kriow which are operated 
the Corps which are entirely maintained the 

MR. JOHNSON: No, sir, don't know any. Maybe 
Mr. Peel our Division Office might know something. 

PEEL: think you might state this, Mr. 
that the locks were constructed for navigation purposes and 
the navigation, they would probably constructed 


and operated and maintained the Corps the United 


they were constructed the state restore navigation facility, 
they are the same classification probably your conservation 
They would maintained and operated the 
constructing the barrier necessary adjunct the 

Now, that might not so, and would depend entirely upon 


ization and studies authorized Congress and recommendations 
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contribution funds. conceivable that the Congress might 
adopt project authorizing the construction view any all 
benefits from the project whole. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: then there was 
barrier Chipps Island, whether not the costs maintaining 
those locks would State responsibility Federal respons- 
ibility can't say today? 

MR, PEEL: would probably depend the amount 
national benefit that might secured from the construction the 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And this would determined 
the authorization that Congress would give? 

PEEL: would determined survey report 
and recommendation Congress for adoption the project. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Now, both the Stockton Channel 
and the Sacramento Deep-Water Channel when built will come 
above Chipps Island and/or Dillon Point, right? 

JOHNSON: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: the operation locks which 
would necessary, can you give any idea the time delay that 
would involved lock setup for navigation? 

JOHNSON: Based locks have throughout the 
country the delay would not exceed minutes. 


these other lock situations other states that fees are 
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charged the users the locks? 

MR, JOHNSON: There are fees charged throughout 
the United States for the use locks where the Federal Govern- 
ment operating the locks. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Fine. Now, your report going 
come out some time around December 1961 things 
Between now and then you are going working 
your report? 

MR. JOHNSON: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Have you the past and will you 
the future coordinate make known your studies you along 
the State Department Water Resources that they will have 
the advantage your studies which may affeot their recommendations 
their Delta water planning? 

JOHNSON: Yes, sir, have been working with the 
State very closely that and indicated, were directed 
coordinate with the State, and basic data being interchanged 
right along, and soon come something definite 
regard conclusions, will doubt using with the State. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: you put barrier Chipps 
Island Dillon Point, this raises the tidal action below the 
barrier, right? 

MR, JOHNSON: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And have you had any work done 
yet what effeot this will have Mare and the Naval 
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installations there and will say the facilities the Port 
Oakland and/or San Francisco? Have you done any that work yet? 

JOHNSON: Just ina preliminary way. know 
that wherever you have facilities right close your high water 
the present time raising foot-and-a-half you are going 
have some problems. You are going have raise some the 
facilities are built very close that elevation now, and will 
something that would cause increase cost result 
raising your tidal amplitude. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And your study will into the 
amount costs which would required you did have these barriers? 

JOHNSON: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Fine, thank you. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Any other questions from the Com- 
mittee members? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Yes, Mr. Lowrey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: presume inasmuch you are 
making all these studies that you have taken into consideration the 
silt load that carried the Sacramento and the San Joaquin 
you are cognizant the silt load that carried those two 
streams? 

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir, one the primary purposes 
our study addition what have already indicated 
study the shoaling the Bay. the present time have 
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very serious shoaling problem our navigation channel through- 
out the Bay and are spending excess million dollars 
annually dredge these navigation channels. Subsequent our 


barrier studies anticipate going into detailed studies re- 


gard shoaling how might cut down some the dredging 


that have do. the interim are taking account the 
shoaling that going and what the effect the barrier might 
this shoaling. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: When you speak shoaling, 
that shoaling caused primarily the silt-laden waters 
caused shifting the material the Bay itself, 
combination both? 

MR. JOHNSON: combination and some places 
more one than the other. depends where the location 
is. Now, for instance, have shoaling problem the bar 
side the Golden Gate. Well, know that that primarily from 
the movement material the bar. have shoaling problems 
near Pinole and through that area. think that com- 
bination there. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Does your model have direct 
bearing the shoaling the mouth Golden Gate? Will you get 
some data from your model that? 

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir. anticipate getting in- 
formation that. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: you have any indications 
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what barrier might the action the entrance the 
Golden Gate? 

JOHNSON: are still the conjectural stage 
there. know that based our preliminary tests barriers 
that the closer you get with barrier the Golden Gate, the 
more effect going have your velocities through the 
Golden Gate, and know that the velocities through the Golden 
Gate have some effect the keeping equilibrium 
some extent. know there going some effect one way 
the other. don't know what yet. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: you put barrier in, have 
your studies gone far enough suggest what you are going 
with the silt burden behind the barrier? 

MR, JOHNSON: behind the barrier? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 

JOHNSON: They have not progressed far enough 
come with any definite conclusions. have several theories 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Will that continuing ex- 
pense problem? 

MR. JOHNSON: definitely will far your 
navigation channels are concerned. are going have take 
care--we will have maintain them and unless there some way 
diverting that silt out the navigation channel, why 
going deposit behind the barrier, and will have 
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removed some way. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Does your study show whether 
lifespan might 100 years, 200 years, 300 years, years 
what before you would run into serious trouble with that? 

MR. JOHNSON: haven't progressed that far yet. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Then that would continuing 
problem which perhaps would have assessed against water 
project contemplated the State Water Plan? 

MR. Well, the difference between our condition 
the present time versus what might happen under conditions 
would probably charged against barrier. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: And your studies will show 
nearly possible the amount that now being transported out, 
that silt, out through the Golden Gate, presume 
get the differential? 

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, the study will show the differ- 
ential, that right, the differential cost. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: But you progressed far 
yet even give any idea whether would million 
dollars year million dollars year for maintenance for 
these various types operations the Bay? 

MR. JOHNSON: No, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: you conceive that could 
large enough proportion involve quite bit money 
for maintenance? 
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MR. JOHNSON: Well, this problem shoaling the 
Bay one that, mentioned before, major objective 
this study. don't know whether the amount silt coming out 
the rivers our main problem the movement silt through- 
out the Bay the big problem. believe the answer your 
guestion depends which find true, whether the 
movement from the rivers not. that the big problem, 
Bay and blocking that silt movement. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Then, there should major 
construction until your study completed. Would that fair 
conclusion draw for layman? 

JOHNSON: don't think I'm position 
answer that sir. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That pretty good answer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: May ask just one question. 
Let's re-phrase another way then and just gay until your studies 
are the silt deposit and tidal actions the Bay 
relative barriers, and barriers and the present shoaling 
actions the present streams, upstream development for water 
diversion will have beneficial effect the resultant action 
the Bay Area? other words, you have have your studies 
complete before you can anticipate what certain diversions would 
do? 
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MR. JOHNSON: Well, there were upstream 
tion performed would have revamp our studies take that 
into account, which has been done there, and might have 
effect the amount silt coming into the Bay from the river. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: you anticipate does the 
Army Corps take into consideration diversion certain percentages 
water from upstream now exists determine anticipated 
development upstream? you intend make any test based those 
conditions? 

MR. JOHNSON: Our model the present time goes 
far Pittsburg just above Chipps Island site and will 
considering conditions first all they exist today. Beyond 
that without firm commitment what going happen 
the Delta, would just conjecture what could assume 
diversions from the Delta aside from what being done today. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Well then, the question arises 
very simply then, the Bond Act approved the people 
California November and construction proceeds the State De- 
partment Water Resources anticipated development under the 
Feather River-Delta Diversion Plan, you will have made studies 

JOHNSON: November this year, the answer 
would that would not have taken that into consideration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: But approved will 
you ahead anticipation this diversion? 
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JOHNSON: That right, because the Stats 


take uf) into consi ton in our S LS w © 


ASSEMBLYMAN you complete your re- 


MR, JOHNSON: Right. 
ASSEMBLYMAN you anticipate your 


report December 1961? 


T AY T ARIMBYRMA nt A 4. tr 
ASSEMBLYMAN And then app 


and you undertake make these determinations, the 


not available until say January 1962 far ths 


the Bay Area such diversion 


ASSEMBLYMAN you very much. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr, Chairman, another 


has come mind now. 


\SSEMELYMAN LOWREY: the event that your 
when completed show that the California Water Plan 


sucking in, you would, sand and sediment from outsic 


the Gate that might develop, anything else that 


Ay 


cause navigation impeded the California Water 
much the Sacramento River navigable stream, would 


the scope and prerogative the Army Engineers 
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construction the California Water Plan your study showed that 
was going extremely harmful navigation? 

JOHNSON: think could answer that this 
way, that our concern the Delta don't anticipate that 
there will any effect navigation insofar your currents 
your streams there are concerned the California Water Plan 
were put into effect. Our study will not that far. Our study 
limited barriers starting Chipps Island down the Bay. 
The study barrier just what barrier Chipps Island 
might the Delta any other barrier, 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Well now, supposing these 
studies became rather obvious that you might impeding nav- 
igable stream--irrespective whether you find that not, 
did show that, what would your legal prerogatives the 
State Water Plan? What could you about you 

MR. JOHNSON: Well, prior any structure being 
put across navigable stream like the Sacramento River, 
necessary for the State obtain permit from the Corps 
Engineers, and prior issuing this permit study would made 
its effect navigation, and public hearing would held 
that everyone that affected might have their views aired 
how would affect their particular operation, and based 
the findings that come with regard navigation, the 
permit would either issued denied until such things are 


remedied. would have control there. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Would that also include the 
diversion canal take this water around for transportation 
the south? Will that same process obtain? Will they have get 
permit divert that water from the channel the Sacramento? 

MR. JOHNSON: any way affects navigation, and 
would say that probably would have some effect navigation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: there will probably have 
study the Corps the Federal Government and then public 
hearing where both sides can heard before construction would 
start? 

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Chairman, just one 
tion then. this the case, the bond issue passed and 
obvious that certain developments are going take place, 
wouldn't the Congress have direct the Corps make the studies 
and beyond the barrier construction see whether not the 
proposed diversions and developments the Water Plan approved 
the people the State would have impact also the area 
navigation relative the Bay, the tide and 
adjunct additional area study made? Would you 
have get another directive from Congress make that study? 

JOHNSON: No, sir, the present legislation that 
have authority have connection with study like that 


would adequate take care unless there was extremely 
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high sum money involved which would take Congressional appropri- 
ation, but wouldn't have have additional authority 
ahead with study order determine the effect something 
like that navigation, because that responsibility assigned 
the Corps Engineers right now. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Then, understand from your 
statement and from that, that you would proceed with that 
prior the rendering your report providing 1960 the Bond 
Act approved for such upstream diversion and control? 

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mrs. Davis. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: follow through that, 
actually what you are saying possibly the need additional 
appropriation. You have the authority, but you might need the funds. 
course, that would subject legislative approval. 

JOHNSON: There are certain funds that are pro- 
vided make these studies for navigational permits. this 
particular case might exceed even what have got appropriated 
lump sum, and that case view the magnitude the 
study, might require some additional funds and this point 
I'm not prepared say whether Congress would have appropri- 
ate the Chief would make those available from some other source. 


ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: see. Well then, were 
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make available from some other source, probably something 
else would have take back seat for this view the prior- 

JOHNSON: That right. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Any further questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: Mr. Johnson, vaguely recall 
that some the earlier studies the Master Barrier System 
around the Bay that there were some very serious objections raised 
the military and Naval authorities. you happen know 
whether these objections still hold? Are they valid today they 
were five six years ago? 

MR. JOHNSON: Well, the time that the State pre- 
pared their barrier report, panel military people was assembled 
determine the needs for national defense barrier were con- 
structed, and they came with certain recommendations such 
locks through the barriers and auxiliary channels those 
locks, and certain requirements that would have incorporated 
any barrier study, any cost barrier, and those were 
incorporated, the assumption that they would meet the national 
defense requirement, 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: see, there was 
that couldn't overcome engineering 

MR, JOHNSON: Engineering and money. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: you happen know what 


the cost those requirements would be? 
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JOHNSON: One the major costs barrier 


lock. you have put another one in, you have another major 
cost. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: Thank you. That all. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you. May ask you just 
couple simple questions. the Sausalito model operation now? 
other words, there water it, operation? 

MR. JOHNSON: No, sir, were not operating this week 
next week. However, starting July will start operation 
again and are the present time going make some studies 
the dispersion pollutants through the Bay which think very 
interesting field and necessary connection with our Public 
Health Service Report Pollution the Bay, and those will start 
early July and anticipate they will take matter month 
anyway. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: have forgotten your earlier 
reference what your answer was, does far showing 
Chipps Island? 

MR, JOHNSON: The barrier goes just above Chipps 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: The Chipps Island this model? 

JOHNSON: Yes, can put that barrier in. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you. Any further questions? 
Thank you very much for most able presentation, Mr. Johnson. Now, 


will call the Department Water me, 
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Colonel Morris here? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Colonel Morris doesn't happen 
here this afternoon, but will speak for him. name Cecil 
Baldwin, Assistant District Engineer, Sacramento, Corps 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: seated. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Chairman, might ask are 
you going the replacement for Colonel Morris? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: No, sir, currently his assistant 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: being transferred out 
our district, unfortunately. You are not assuming his place then? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: No, sir, I'm not. will some- 
one else that field. 

Gentlemen, have brought here map which hope that 
members the Committee will able see. will ask Mr. 
Morris's prepared statement. 

Mr. Chairman, appreciate your invitation appear before 
this Committee present the views and interests the Corps 
Engineers the studies the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and 
its water problems. 

has been nearly two-and-a-half years since the Corps has 
had the opportunity discussing our activities the Delta 
Area with the California Legislature. January, 1958, our 
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Division Engineer, General Cassidy that time, had the privilege 
discussing our work the Delta Area with the Senate Interim 
Committee Proposed Water Projects. presentation today will 
cover briefly the same ground, and supplement and bring up-to-date 
the information furnished, particularly regard our current 
thinking the proposed plans the State California. 

Because overlapping physical effects, both the San Fran- 
cisco District and the Sacramento District the Corps Engineers 
have responsibilities the lower Delta. shall cover the respons- 
ibilities the Sacramento District. 

The Sacramento District has certain assignments under various 
authorities the Congress with respect its navigation and flood 
control responsibilities the Delta. result requests 
from navigation interests, the Committee Public Works the 
House Representatives has authorized the following investigations: 

Resolution No. 560, dated March 1955 determine 
the advisability providing deep-water channel and harbor 
Antioch; 

Resolution No. 579, dated June 1956 determine 
the advisability routing the Stockton Deep Water Ship 
Channel through the False River Cutoff. 

Resolution No. 780, dated June 1957 determine 
the feasibility navigation channel from the 
entrance San Francisco Bay through Suisun Bay Antioch. 

Resolution No. 812, dated June 1957 determine 
the feasibility providing 35-foot channel from Antioch 


Stockton. 
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investigation shallow-draft navigation the Delta 
Area was authorized resolution the Senate Committee 
Public Works June 1948; and flood control investigation 
the Delta Area was authorized Section 205 the Flood 
Control Act dated May 1950. 

evidenced the foregoing authorizations, the Corps 
interest lies the specific problems navigation 
and flood control. Our studies connection with the deep-water 
navigation routes and harbors are related only indirectiy the 
plans the State California. Naturally, the closure any 
existing channels the construction barriers will have 


effect our deep-water studies, but would incidental 


nature. However, the State's plans for master levee system, which 
would close off many channels the interest reduced levee 
maintenance and improved water quality, affect our flood-control 
and shallow-draft navigation studies major degree. Since 
the channels closed off are now used for navigation and 
convey floodwaters, must examine and evaluate carefully the 
consequences such closure. Since any improvements might 
propose for flood control navigation would affect water supply, 
drainage, water quality, recreation and the like, must fit our 
planning the desires and needs local interests those 

should like briefly describe the existing projects 


this area that have been constructed the Corps Engineers. 
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you can see the display map, the channels which have been 


improved for navigation are indicated green. Navigation im- 
provements the Corps Engineers have been accomplished 
this area since 1875. The most significant navigation projects are 


the Stockton Channel and the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: wonder, sir, you would mind-- 
could move the map and put over here and then everyone 
the audience could also see because the Committee members can 
easily turn. 


MAJOR BALDWIN: The most significant navigation 


projects are the Stockton Channel and the Sacramento Deep Water 
Ship Channel. Channels improved for shallow-draft navigation in- 
clude Mokelumne River, Old River, Middle River, and the San 
River upstream from Stockton. Flood control levees have been con- 

structed along the main stems the Sacramento and San 
Rivers, Georgianna Slough, the Yolo Bypass, and the Cache Slough 
These levees are shown orange the display map. 

Now, this point I'm going digress just for moment. 
This map shows the physical location these and have stayed 
right with the map showing exactly where all the levees and 


forth are. are going flip over onto overlay sheet, 


which does not make attempt follow the waterway course exactly. 
What have done take certain flow data information out 
publication called the Delta and Delta Water Projects, which 
think probably most you are familiar with, and have 


imposed that upon this graphic chart. Now, there are few places 
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where the river itself underneath looks crooked and the line 
top looks straight. This does not mean are going 
straighten out the river that extent. merely shows 
goes down through this area. The width the blue line repre- 
sents the flow. think those you that are familiar with this 
particular publication will probably familiar with this partic- 
ular concept doing it. 
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Being read our counties. 
MAJOR BALDWIN: Most these existing projects will 
not seriously affected the State's proposed Delta Water 
However, the existing recreational navigation routes will 
seriously affected the State's proposed Delta Water Plan. How- 


ever, the existing recreational navigation routes will altered 


the construction locks, control structures, and levees across 
existing channels. Similarly, the disposition floodwaters may 
involve re-routing flows into channels not presently used this 
extent for such purposes. This may not only reduce the length 
the levees that must maintained and protected against floods 
and high tides, but may also reduce subsidence and seepage, which 
are also major problems the Delta. may also increase high 
water stages the levees bordering the remaining flood channels. 
appears that the final solution the problem will 
necessarily make flood control integral part comprehensive 
plan for the solution the Delta's major problems. this end, 


are working. 1958, furnished preliminary estimate 
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the flood-control benefits that would accrue the State's Delta 
Water Project. present, our studies are keeping abreast 
those the State and the over-all problem. Our progress 
keyed theirs and can only concluded with 

Although the existing projects the Corps the Delta are 
for commercial navigation and flood control, recreational navigation 
great importance this The ever-expanding use the 
Delta Area recreationists has been noted. now recognized 
one the most popular recreational areas the State. 
certainly merits consideration all plans concerning the Delta. 
Preliminary studies recreational use have been made and data 
this subject are being gathered both the Corps Engineers and 
the Department Water Resources. 1958, the Corps contracted 
with consulting engineer firm make navigation study the 
Delta Area, The findings that report were adopted frame- 
work for further planning the Corps and the Department Water 
Resources. The State California also engaged private engineer- 
ing firm prepare report master recreation plan for the 
Delta. Both the State and the Corps are using these data 
determine what facilities are needed and where. The primary inter- 
est the Corps is, course, the channel depths and access 
the channels, and the effect boats flood-control levees. 

Since the Delta located key geographic location, 
must necessarily involved any solution the State's water 
problems. Any solutions proposed the State will affect both 
navigation and flood control. Since the Corps has been author- 
ized make certain studies the request local interests, 
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feel that our solutions must fit their needs they see and plan 
for Whatever the ultimate plans are be, they must 
complementary. For that reason, most our work can progress 
only fast that the State. When decision has been 
reached the State the final plan for the Delta Area, the 


Corps can complete its studies and submit reports and recommend- 


ations Congress. The extent the Federal interest and respons- 


ibility, and possible participation, the flood-control and 
navigation aspects any State plan cannot determined until 
that time. 

conclusion, would like emphasize that there has 
been full and complete cooperation between the Department Water 
Resources and other State agencies and the Corps Engineers. 
expect continue our studies the same spirit. should like 
offer our assistance submitting any data which have, 
this Committee, order help the orderly development the 
water resources the State the Delta Area. 

PORTER: Thank you very much. Mr. Levering 
has 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: would like ask you just 
one short question. This second-to-the-last paragraph has raised 
something mind. going necessary for your Depart- 
ment give approval the State before they can close off some 


these channels? 


MAJOR BALDWIN: they are navigable channels. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Yes, sir, has commercial 
navigation it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Some the channels 
have commercial navigation. 

MAJOR BALDWIN: think so. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Will that also require 
Act Congress? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Not Act Congress, but think 
the previous gentleman indicated, this within the purview 
the Chief Engineers issue permit. Many these per- 
mits can issued the Division and District levels well 
for the smaller ones. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Let ask you this question. 
the State ultimately decided build the plan that have 
been discussing, these master levees, that have been looking at, 
where you have these cross channels, where some these channels 
closed off, they will have get permit from you before 
they can start construction either through one device another? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Now, let clarify your question 
little bit may. other words, between the blue lines 
shown the map there we, course, don't show all the 
levees that are there. Some these are local-interest levees 
and forth. There are guite number channels and levees. 


think these which you speak, not? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Well now, you have those black 
markers there. Those are locks, are they not? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Those are locks some type struc- 
ture. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: That navigable stream 
there which that lock proposed the State? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: You are going have give 
approval before that lock can built? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: believe that correct, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: All right. Thanks. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: One question. the bottom 
page Major, you say, "Since any improvements might propose 
for flood control navigation would affect water supply, drainage, 
water quality, recreation and the like, must fit our planning 
the desires and needs local interests those fields." How 
you differentiate that from the State's interest? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Well, essentially the local interests 
wind being all the various commercial activities those areas 
which are interested navigational aspects. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: has reference directly 
local government such? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Not specifically. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Just local interest generally? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Yes, includes local government, 
but not specifically confined local government. 
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DOYLE: Local interest would also include the 
State. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Z'Berg. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: both the studies that were 
done the Corps, the feasibility the Sacramento-Yolo Deep 
Water Channel, the reports indicated the project was economically 
feasible. Now, the event that ships coming from San Francisco 
would have pay charge the State for the privilege going 
through the locks, what effect you think this would have the 
feasibility, economic feasibility the Sacramento-Yolo Deep Water 
Channel? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: Well, the present time additional 
charges have not been considered. there were additional charges 
placed the transported goods shipping through these channels, 
think would have some effect it. would change the cost- 
benefit ratio. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Has any study thought been 
given this possibility? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: far personally know, no. Let 
ask Mr. Doyle. 

MR. DOYLE: No, sir, have never assumed there 
Would any additional charge deep-water navigation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Has there been any reason why 
you haven't assumed there would charge? because you 
have assumed there wouldn't barrier because there was 
barrier charge would made the shipping? 

DOYLE: think have assumed there were 
barrier charge would made the shipping. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: the fact the Government 
operate it? 

DOYLE: The shipping exists now and benefit 
would accrue the shipping because barrier. think that 
has been the thinking. 

MAJOR BALDWIN: think you will recall that the gentle- 
man who preceded said was traditionally fact that the Corps 
does not charge, 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: understood what was said 
before, there wouldn't charge the barrier was put for 
navigation, but the barrier were put there for some other pur- 
pose, and the only reason going here keep salt water 
out, not for navigation, then gathered the impression that there 
may charge, that the Government would say the State that they 
are not going operate this thing and then would the 
State get their money back. 

MAJOR BALDWIN: think you would find this would 
one the conditions permit, that this would all have 
spelled the time you acquired permit for putting such struc- 
ture across. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Then, the permit the Government 
would issue could include stipulation there would not fee 
charged shipping? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: That correct, particularly 
the channel was existence before the 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Otherwise barrier? 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Thank you. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Major, tunnel were put 
under navigable stream--let's assume that Southern California 
went the northwest coast get water itself and came down 
and tunneled under this navigable stream. Would the Corps 
Engineers have approve it? 

MAJOR BALDWIN: think so. This tunneling operation 
sense would structure, and recall there nothing 
Which would indicate whether the structure would over under, 
the construction tunnel, would underneath, and 
course are going have, you might say, approve certain 
engineering aspects the thing order that this tunnel can 
built--how far below the stream and things like that, and there 
would doubt least some structures involved the near 
proximity the thing which would have effect upon it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Thank you. 

MAJOR BALDWIN: might say this, might easier 
it--it might more expensive, but mean permit-wise, you 
wouldn't faced with ship heights and forth. 

ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: looks like you are going 
have match this water with gold Orange County. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Any further members 
the Committee? Apparently, Major, you have presented good 
statement and covered all their Thank you very much. 
Now, the Department Water Resources. 

MR, WRIGHT: James Wright, Deputy Director 
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the Department Water Resources. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. James Wright. will now hear 
from James Wright, the Deputy Director the Department Water 
Resources, and for the benefit the Committee let ask Mr. 
Wright question. understand that today you are going 
confine your appearance supplementing the statement which 
was made this Committee May Oakland? 

MR, WRIGHT: That correct. our discussions with 
your staff was felt that one the things you most desired 
this time was further clarification our statement contained 
the letter May and came prepared deal primarily with the 
addition. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Now, since yesterday met 
Martinez and number questions were raised, are into 
those today the next meeting? 

MR, WRIGHT: would prefer that have oppor- 
tunity study the and familiarize ourselves with them. 
had observer here yesterday, but none who are here 
today, except Mr. Greydanus are all familiar with the 
that were asked, and think justice the Department should 
have opportunity see them and over them before try 
give 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Fine. 

MR, WRIGHT: this suits your pleasure. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Fine, suits me. Now, let's 
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this State, the Delta Area the key and certainly feel 
learned great deal the presentations that were made yesterday 
far the local entities were concerned, and I'm very inter- 
ested hearing your camments return. 

MR, WRIGHT: very glad furnish those 
soon have the opportunity study the specific 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: will desire and know the 
Committee's desire, and will our plan, and know that the 
Department will want it, too, this pos- 
sible. Now, Mr. Wright. 

MR, WRIGHT: the meeting your Committee May 
1960, Oakland, the Department presented formal statement 
containing answers nine questions that had been asked your 
letter April 1960. During that meeting number additional 
specific questions were asked and answers were furnished you 
our letter June 1960. 

result review the original questions and our 
answers and after discussion with Mr. Donald Benedict, your 
staff, certain additional information regarding the first ten 
your letter April 1960, presented fol- 
lowing statements. 

The two guestions and the answers which were given our 
statement May 1960, are attached. 

Review our answer Question indicates that 


gave complete information all parts the question except that 
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did not present the complete results the allocations the 
cost those facilities which are associated with the Delta Water 
Rate. These details are given the attached Table Table 
shows all the components the Delta Water Rate presently 
computed and based upon the detailed allocations Table 

may some assistance had Tables and and 
read them conjunction with the rest the text. 

Table indicates that costs which comprise the Delta Water 
Rate include part the costs the Upper Feather River features, 
the Oroville Division the State Water Facilities, the Delta Water 
Project, Pumping Plant and its associated facilities, the 
from Pumping Plant San Luis Forebay, and portion the State's 
share the San Luis facilities. the case the Upper Feather 
River features, the Oroville Division and the Delta Water Project, 
the table self-explanatory. With regard the three other items, 
you will note that portion the costs those facilities 
charged water conservation and part water transportation. 
the case Pumping Plant the cost water conservation 
that cost additional installed capacity over and above the capa- 
city the aqueduct out San Luis Reservoir. The same reasoning 
applies the aqueduct from the Delta San Luis Forebay. the 
case Pumping Plant and the San Luis Forebay, the portion 
charged water conservation based upon the proportionate capa- 
city facilities necessary pump the maximum diversion into San 
Luis Reservoir over and above the capacity required purely for 
transport. All the State's costs San Luis Reservoir are 
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included the Delta Water Rate since purely conserv- 


ation facility. 


7 


You will recognize that many the features Table 
are still under study and final design has not been completed for 
any except one those included the Upper Feather River, French- 


man Reservoir. Consequently, virtually all the features 


Table are subject change pending completion investigations 
designs. Please note that the allocation costs the 


Delta Water Project does not correspond exactly the data furnished 


our letter June 1960; the present data being terms 


construction costs rather than the present worth such costs. 


You also will note that Table shows costs being allocated 
six separate functions. the case the first function, 
water conservation, all indicated costs are included the Delta 
Water Rate and will repaid the contractors for State water. 
Recreation costs shown the second column, certain studies 
are still progress, will considered non-reimbursable 
and paid either from the General Fund the California Water Fund 
depending upon the will the Legislature. the case flood 
control the Oroville Division, assumed that the costs will 
paid the Federal Government; andin the Delta, will 
necessary make sub-allocation the costs flood and seepage 
control between the Federal Government and local The 
allocations will made accordance with Federal flood control 
policy. 

Costs allocated the salinity control function will 
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sub-allocated between local beneficiaries and users water ex- 
ported from the Delta. This allocation will reflect policy set 
forth Section Part 4.5 the Water Code (SB 1327, Senator 
Miller's bill). The costs allocated vehicular transportation 
enhancement also will sub-allocated and may require money from 
counties, funds available under Federal aid secondary roads and 
grants, and the Legislature elects, appropriation reflect 
the benefits the road system the enhancement the recreation 
potential the Delta. The cost water conservation and portion 
the costs allocated the salinity control function are the only 
costs involved the Delta Water Rate. However, such costs 
salinity control are not yet sub-allocated and consequently they 

not appear the computation the Delta Water Rate Table 
Table 

may say parenthetically this point that their order 
magnitude would not such seriously disturb the gross dol- 
lars that are involved one way the other. 

should recognized that the features the Delta Water 
Project proposed for recreation enhancement, flood and seepage 
control, and vehicular transportation can omitted the local 
benefiting interests not desire these features. 

further answer the second question your letter 
April 1960, have prepared three diagrams. These diagrams 
show for the years 1970, 1980, and 1990, the relation between 
water development and water use the State Water The 
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data the diagrams shown tabular form follows: 

With your permission won't read these, but perhaps 
could point out the individual charts here starting the 
left hand, the 1970 picture demonstrates the amount water 


yield available result the development the line above, 


the area above the slant line and then indicates its distribution 


principal users and makes allowance for local development which 
would considered deficient, and which are carried equally 
either side the line. makes allowance for net losses and 
shows what sort bank balance have 1970 the pro- 
gram. 

1980, the consumptive use has expanded considerably. 

You have had considerably more local development which has gener- 
ated certain amount deplition. Your consumption primarily 
contractors has risen and, course, your net losses due seep- 
age and evaporation have also risen, and the balance remaining 
that time somewhere the neighborhood 5,000 acre feet 
excess current development. And the rate growth such 
that this lasts only short period time. 

1990, the third chart, the rate consumption has passed 
the basic development and has been necessary bring two 
the north coastal features, the first unit the Trinity and the 
South Fork the Eel River for additional 1,300,000 acre feet 


firm the supply for 1990, and perhaps should let you examine 


these for moment before continue. 
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CHAIRMAN PORTER: May ask question, Mr. Wright? 

notice you start 1970 the left-hand side with the North 
Bay Aqueduct using 100,000 acre feet. That eight-and-a-half 
years away. Does that contemplate that they will actually use 

100,000 acre feet? 

MR, WRIGHT: Our present staging studies indicate. 
Now, may say that the request the potential contractors 
the North Bay Aqueduct, are undertaking further studies demand, 
and dependent upon what they feel capable asking for and capable 
financing, this figure could change, but this service proj- 
ect and not going to, course, built unless the people 
want and will make every effort build when they want 
and when they can fully utilize it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr. Chairman, what group did 
say, the contracting agencies? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: North Bay, the agencies the 
North Bay Area, that right? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: North Bay Aqueduct. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: The four counties there. 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Well, the South Bay much 
firmer prediction because the nature their water agencies, 
the planning they have done. 

MR. WRIGHT: That right, and, course, are 
already under construction. 
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CHAIRMAN PORTER: Surely. Any questions the 


charts? 
ASSEMBLYMAN COLLIER: Yes, said they are under 


construction that South Bay Aqueduct. today, you have 


contract for that water? 


WRIGHT: No, not. 
ASSEMBLYMAN PORTER: Mr. Levering. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Table 2--I'm assuming some- 


thing and would like verify it. Table you have negative 


$8.90 here the power generation, and this used computing 


the 3.51 per acre foot the Delta. Now, I'm assuming and tell 

I'm correct, that the power used up, this $8.90 will com- 

mence come out here, but will replaced revenues from 
water users that ultimately this price right $3.51, 
won't reduced the reduction this power? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: You see what mean. you 
this $8.90 out, you then immediately about $14.00 
acre foot. 

MR. WRIGHT: That right, but the 8-dollar-ninety- 
cent figure represents what costs pay the cost the power 
application the works Oroville Division. Now, these are 
being paid not the water users, but the agencies that con- 
tract for power from the State. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: understand that. 
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MR, WRIGHT: And therefore would not fair 
charge them the water users, this part the dam, 
speak, treated self-supporting feature. However, have 
shown this included the entire cost the Oroville construc- 
tion and then subtracted that part which subject allocation 
power. nobody paying twice for the same thing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: You didn't answer 
Maybe didn't make clear. realize that this 
$8.90 comes from those who buy the power. Now, you have use 
this power for lifts later date, assuming that the water does 
get over the Tehachapiis and you need this power, then you are not 
going have this revenue, that correct, isn't it? 

WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Are you still going able 
keep this Delta price down virtue those who use the 
water that produced the power--the revenues that they pay, 
well, that replaces $8.90 that you can keep this down $3.51? 
That's what I'm getting at. 

WRIGHT: That right, they pay their pumping 
cost which includes energy. Whether draw directly Oroville 
pump over the Tehachapi whether wheel it, they pay 
these costs, the same amount money goes reduce the 
edness created the power facilities. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: this comes out, other 
revenues replace it, and there will increase this $3.51, 
that the figure? 
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MR, WRIGHT: That right. This cost allocation 
figure and does not itself represent any the so-called power 
credit. That has been already computed the debt service. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: You have answered 


Thank you. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Question, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Yes, Mr. Lanterman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Mr. Wright, did understand 
you say there are contracts the South Bay Aqueduct under 
construction? 

MR. WRIGHT: No, there are contracts that have 
been signed this time the South Bay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: What was the statement com- 
pact principles? included that percent the contract must 
assured before construction, did not? 

WRIGHT: That right, and you must, course, 
recognize construction the South Bay was commenced couple 


years ago. The statement contract principles was put out on, 


think, January 21. The current appropriations for the next increment 
the South Bay contains the legislative requirement that per- 
cent the construction cost must covered contracts before 
the money can released. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: see. What was the 
tion underway prior the statement contract principles? 


did that include? 


3 
| 
7 
aoe 
Pat? 
— 


MR. Well, there the first takeoff from 


the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Diversions there? 

MR. WRIGHT: And the diversions there, and then certain 
other alignments that have gone along since then from earlier appropri- 


ations. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: much has been spent that 
already, you know approximately? 

WRIGHT: couldn't give you honest figure from 
memory this. would glad furnish you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: All right, thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Mr. Wright, this morning Mr. 
Shannon told that the Delta Water Project substantial sums 
money would have spent for the protection the fish and 
Wildlife, and one the asked him wasn't able 
answer and was whether not any figure had been used you 
computing the cost the Delta Water Project including some money 
going the preservation fish and wildlife, and see your 
Table Number and correct wrong, that under recreation 
the Delta Water Project there figure listed, assume 
that the million dollars which the Delta Water Project listed 
now, does not include any moneys for the preservation 
fish and wildlife. that true? 

MR, WRIGHT: No, sir, that not correct. The preserv- 
ation existing assets fish and wildlife have been considered 


part the water conservation cost just like right-of-way cost 
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and they would truly preservation cost. are not improving 
anything. are maintaining what was there that include that 
proper charge the water users within the million dollars 
construction feature. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: million dollars? 

MR. WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: All right, how much it? 

WRIGHT: don't have the number with us. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: What does this million dollars 

MR. WRIGHT: This represents our estimate constructing 
the purely water conservation features and doing protecting 
the fish and wildlife that would disturbed damaged the con- 
struction these features, 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: You must have had some estimate, 
otherwise you wouldn't have arrived the figure million. 

WRIGHT: have, but don't have them with 
me. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Would you send the Committee 
the figure how much you estimated the million dollars 
going towards the preservation fish and wildlife? 

MR. WRIGHT: 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Now, that figure, whatever 


computing the Delta Water Rate $3.51, this million dollars 
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entirely within the total cost that was used compute the Delta 
Water Rate $3.51? 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Then, that true, then 
follows, does not, naturally that the cost these features, 
whatever they may be, will paid for the water users? 

WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: All right. Now, have another 

MR, WRIGHT: That the preservation aspects it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Yes. have another question 
would like ask you. The $8.90 that you say you will derive from 
power generation, how did you arrive that? There 292-million- 
dollar allocation power Oroville which will require selling 
power average mils get your 292 million dollars back. 
How much did you estimate you would sell the power order 
make $8.90? 

MR. WRIGHT: Well, our current estimates are that 
the installed value the power per kilowatt the neighbor- 
hood around $22.00, and with about mil cost energy added 
that, which over the life project works out value 
somewhere around--what that figure? 

MR, REYNOLDS: The total value the power sales 
million dollars year. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: know that, but how did you 
arrive the million? How much it? 

WRIGHT: The market rate. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: How much that? mils? 

REYNOLDS: would say 7.8 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Well, that how much going 
cost you pay back the 292 million dollars. 

MR. REYNOLDS: No. 

WRIGHT: No, not according our figures this. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: According the figures have 
gotten the past from the Department, order pay back the 292 
million dollars over the life the bonds you are going have 
sell power around mils. 

WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Well, that true, you are 
going have sell power more than mils make million 
dollars year. question was how much you figure you are going 
sell the power make million dollars? 

WRIGHT: are going sell the market 
rate. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: much that? 

WRIGHT: Well, this between and mils. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: you are going sell 
mils and you are going repay your allocated cost, you 
mils, how can you make million dollars year it? 

MR. WRIGHT: Well, think better furnish these 
computations, Robin. Mr. Reynolds has all the details that. 
didn't expect get into this kind detail here. would 
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glad furnish it, and will furnish you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Fine. Here what interested 
in. Would you send information saying how much you are going 
have sell the power order repay your allocated cost 
292 million dollars, and how much you are going sell the power 
order make million dollars year? 

WRIGHT: right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Then let ask you this further 
You are going sell market value? 

WRIGHT: are going sell market value. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: the market value less than 
what takes make million dollars, you are not going make 
million dollars, isn't that right? 

WRIGHT: That right. the market value 
power goes down considerably, and certainly have reason 
believe that will the case, that true. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: would appreciate having that 
information. 

WRIGHT: furnish that. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you. Mr. Levering. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: While you are furnishing that 
information, will you furnish direct and also 
the Chairman will have access it? think the members 
the Committee ought have that. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: want ask you further 


question along the lines Mr. Z'berg brought and which was re- 


i 


ferred yesterday one the witnesses. This Delta Project, 
according testimony have had before us, and from figures 
that you have produced far, going cost approximately 
million dollars. 

MR. WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: And million dollars 
which going reimbursable because the features get- 


ting across the Delta. That leaves two lumps million 


dollars each. was testified yesterday that would hope 

get one them from the Federal Government. The other million 

dollars was what local interests would supply, but the local inter- 
ests didn't seem very much interested paying that mil- 

lion 

WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: But the point want ask 
you now, this million dollars that have now brought up, 
and the mark is, that assumed have been absorbed 
these two entities that this rate may the rate you have 
indicated here, $3.51? 

MR. WRIGHT: No, believe indicated our testi- 
mony that the features the Delta Water Project proposed for 
recreation enhancement, flood and seepage control, and vehicular 


transportation can omitted the local benefiting interests 
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not desire these features. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: That not the point I'm trying 
bring here. I'm trying bring the million dollars 
that allocated the Federal Government, that for flood con- 
trol? 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: That one million dollars, 
and the other million dollars from local interests. Now, that 
makes million dollars. Now, that million dollars that 
may get, although are not sure, reflected this cost $3.51? 

MR. WRIGHT: No, that million dollars not re- 
flected. The only thing that reflected the cost water 
conservation features. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: All right. Then, not 
get this million dollars from the Federal Government, and the 
local interests who didn't evidence much interest paying the 
other million dollars yesterday, don't pay this other million 
dollars, then you are going have your cross-channel diversion, 
instead having million dollars, you are going have the 
million dollars, and that, course, would increase this price 
unless you are going find somebody that going write off. 

WRIGHT: don't think would appropriate for 
the Department crank costs which are not beneficial water 
users and are beneficial local interests, into the water charge, 
the local interests aren't interested picking them up. 
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have redesign that these are not included part 
the construction features. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: don't think right 
either, but point that you are going build this 
planned and going cost million dollars, and you are 
unable secure million dollars and the additional million, 
which million, that going be--that has part 
the million dollars you are going spend million dol- 
lars. 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes, but your statement prefaced with 
"If are going spend million dollars". are only going 
spend million the financing from these other sources 
available. not available, will have build with- 
out these features. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Without those features 

WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: are you going find out 
before you start construction whether you are going get this 
million dollars? 

MR. WRIGHT: think far the flood control 
features, can determine that consultation with the Corps, 
and either get don't get flood control authorization bill 
it. far these other features, will have talk 


the local beneficiaries. they are not interested picking 
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these features, will have take that into consideration 
our design. see that the State, least the Department 

has any right provide benefits this order magnitude purely 
State charge, because they are rather localized nature. 
Similarly, can't crank them into the water rate because they are 
want them, are prepared put them in. they don't want them, 
this their option. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: The thing are primarily 
interested, one the things are primarily interested 
Southern California that this bond issue was passed 
billion 750 million dollars, and the policies that have been 
set for eventually become the practices that are adopted, that 
such items this hunk say million dollars that may may 
not paid some other entity, whether all these are going 
get into non-reimbursables and then this billion 750 million 
dollars plus the other money coming will insufficient finish 
the project. are going very much disappointed you come 
back and say years from now, "Sorry, the ditch only goes far 
because put this and ran out money, and now takes 
more money get over the hill." the thing are 
interested vitally. 

MR, WRIGHT: Yes, sir, that the thing are inter- 
ested vitally, too. don't find people that want put 


this money in, are not going build these features. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: You are assuring this 
million what costs build this channel, and you 
are not going get this extra million dollars, you are not 
going spend out the bond money and call non-reimbursable? 

WRIGHT: see how can. would break- 
ing faith. just want make sure-- 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: have faith, but would 
like see written out. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: would like have judgments 
instead promissory notes. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mrs. Davis. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Mr. Wright, isn't true, though, 
that some the things that you are recommending, primarily your 
levee system here the Delta, will quite detrimental the 
recreational interests, aren't you hampering the now-existing 
recreational industry here this area? 

MR. WRIGHT: some instances this will true. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: All right. Are you saying 
this Committee view that unless the local interests are willing 
pick the tab for the million dollars that you are not going 
incorporate the enhancement features into these projects? 

MR. WRIGHT: Well, the extent-- 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: want sure know what 
you are talking about. 


WRIGHT: the extent that cannot sustain 
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recreational interest evaluated--there million dollars worth 
recreational interests and there going million dollars 
damage, and can only restore million then say owe the 
locality million dollars. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: This point. That isn't 
what you said before. 

MR, WRIGHT: cannot undertake this entire range 
costs which are the order million dollars the case flood 
control the Federal Government does participate, and unless the case 
the other local advantages, there participation there. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Have you thoroughly analyzed the 
damage that you might creating its fullest extent far 
the recreational interests are concerned? 

MR. WRIGHT: No, don't think have. think 
are mid-way now and these are the best figures that have 
for you, but don't think have fully completed it. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: How soon you anticipate there 
possibility you will have the true evaluation? 

WRIGHT: Well, this when our basic design comes 
off the Spring and then the full recreation story will shown. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Are you conferring very closely 
with Contra Costa County and the counties here involved, primarily 
Contra Costa County, far this evaluation that you are making 
the recreation features concerned? 

MR, WRIGHT: have had conversations with 


don't know how define it. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: don't know whether Contra 
Costa County makes arrangements with the staff your office for 
their constituency do, but have found that this has been 
very worthy far District concerned, call you and come 
your office and see what you are doing from time time. have 
found this most valuable. don't wait for you come us. 
just felt that maybe that wasn't the safe thing do, with all 
due respects you, but feel, and very interested 
real true evaluation this because think all view the recre- 
ational interests second priority the State. far you 
are concerned, you feel that primarily all this would more 
less localized rather than State-wide. You don't feel that there 
State-wide interest here far the enhancement recreation 
concerned? 

WRIGHT: Oh, Ido. feel there definitely 
State-wide interest far enhancement recreation concerned. 
have been speaking features here such improvement vehic- 
ular transportation which may have some State-wide merit and some 
State-wide benefit, but think the bulk redounds the bene- 
fit those right the locality. think the same thing would 
true seepage control. This would primarily benefit those who 
are right the areas that are being damaged seepage, and 
would think would have considered secondary benefit 
insofar its improvement fish and wildlife concerned. 


ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: see. All right. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Mr. Wright, what the total 
construction cost based upon arriving this $3.51? 

MR. WRIGHT: $488,660,000.00. That the sum 
the first table, first column Table 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Above the Delta. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: see. The rest the items 
the table then are either going non-reimbursable are going 
paid for some direct beneficiaries such vehicular trans- 
portation, that it? 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes. This was simply effort show 
you take the total cost feature the project, how 
distributed among the different categories. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Now, the 75-million-dollar flood 
control feature Oroville, will write that off the Federal 
Government. The 44-million-dollar flood control benefit the 
Delta, how that going written up? 

MR. WRIGHT: These are both flood control and seepage 
control. The precise split these has not been agreed upon 
our cost allocation process date. The flood control aspect 
this would be, think, under existing laws and policies the 
Corps Engineers, Federal responsibility. Certainly, this 
the area which devote our effort. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: far the State concerned, 
you look upon the million dollars reimbursable non- 
reimbursable item? 
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WRIGHT: don't think all reimbursable, 
only that part which strictly attributable flood control, 
and say, are some dispute within our own house how 
much this truly flood control and how much seepage bene- 
fit. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: reimbursable, are you going 
look any the project users for any reimbursement? 

WRIGHT: When you said reimbursement, was thinking 
Federal reimbursement. No, would not look project users for 
reimbursement for flood control. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: And how about salinity control? 

WRIGHT: Salinity control would have definite 
local benefits and would expected reimbursable. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: All right. Now, what you envisage 
this salinity control will consist of? 

MR. WRIGHT: I'm going ask Mr. Greydanus answer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: What are the people going get 
back for their million dollars? 

MR. GREYDANUS: point out this allocation salinity 
control function, and Mr. Wright indicated the statement 
itself, part that will picked the water user accord- 
ance with policy set forth Senator Miller's bill. The local users 
Will obtain through this assurance adequate water suppies 
the areas where the salinity control would problem. 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Okay. Now, the 765 million 
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dollars, 488 million reimbursable, the bonds will get paid off, 
that will leave 277 million dollars non-reimbursable which you 
are going get about how much from the Federal Government, you 
think? 

MR. WRIGHT: Well, this time are reasonably con- 
fident million dollars because that authorization being 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: say you are going get 
million. That leaves 200 million dollars. 

MR, WRIGHT: Well, the case flood control feature 
the Delta Water Project, that amount, let's say for purposes 
guessing right now, million dollars which also hope 
able get from the Federal Government. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: That brings down 175 million 
dollars. 

MR. WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Where does that come from, the 
General Fund, doesn't it? 

MR. WRIGHT: No. The features vehicular transport- 
ation, least the majority those would something that 
local benefit. The same would hold true for salinity 
control. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Let put another way. 

MR. WRIGHT: Recreation would considered non- 
reimbursable feature and would charge against the General Fund. 


can't make out big figure you have there, Mr. Z'berg. 
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would point out this water transportation 130 million dollars 
round numbers part the water cost and not--it reim- 
charge just the Delta water is. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: The total construction cost that 
the State going have pay order get water the Delta, 
how much the General Fund going have pay, because not 
reimbursable and you don't expect get the money any place? 

MR, WRIGHT: For the water conservation features 


don't anticipate the General Fund will pay anything. 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: the total construction cost, 
how much not going repaid and will have come from the 
General Fund? 

MR. WRIGHT: Well, would say only those costs 
recreation which are deemed non-reimbursable and these may come 


from the General Fund from the Water Fund depending the will 


the Legislature. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: The reason ask you, guess 
subtraction wrong. The total construction cost 765 million 
dollars? 

WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: The Delta Water Rate $3.51 and 
that predicated upon 488 million dollars. Now, subtracting 488 
million dollars from 765 million, get 277 million dollars. 

WRIGHT: Well now, first, Mr. you must 
take 129 million 782 thousand dollars for water transportation off 
that, which next-to-the-last column the right. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: This figures then, too, the 
Delta Water Rate? 

MR, WRIGHT: No, that not the Delta Water Rate. 
The 488 million dollars capital base the Delta Water Rate. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Who going pay the 129 million 
dollars? 

MR, WRIGHT: The water users will pay that because that 
transportation cost, the ones below the Delta. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: see. 

MR. WRIGHT: All are trying distribute these 
capital costs over the various functional categories allocation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: What you mean, below the Delta? 
don't quite understand that. There figure $3.51. That 
doesn't pay off all the cost getting water the Delta? 

MR. WRIGHT: That pays off the cost getting water 
the Delta, but moving the water the ultimate consumers 
the San Joaquin Valley the Southern California area, there are 
costs constructing the canals purely for transportation purposes, 
not for regulatory conservation purposes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: You don't have costs relating 
the aqueduct system below the Delta? 

MR, WRIGHT: I'm showing what these aqueduct system 
costs are down San Luis Reservoir, and what proportion them 
are chargeable the Delta Rate against what proportion are charge- 
able the transportation rate. 
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want undertake them. The clearly identifiable non-reimbursable 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Okay. 

WRIGHT: And that why you deduct that 130 million 
dollars round 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: take 130 million dollars off. 
have 147 million dollars? 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes, and you take off million 
million for the Corps Engineers, and don't say have any cor- 
rect figure the moment, for the flood control portion the Delta 
works distinguished from Oroville. Then the remaining features 
would amount perhaps much million dollars for seepage 
benefits, which would largely local benefit. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: that would repaid the local 


users? 

MR. WRIGHT: This would the concept, million 
hundred thousand for the salinity control, and million hundred 
thousand for vehicular transportation and these features, certain 


them can, say, eliminated the local beneficiaries don't 


feature here the segregation feature which million 399 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, may ask just 
brief Mr. Wright, salinity control, providing the area 
had salinity control, prior diversion upstream for water trans- 
ported elsewhere, there salinity control charged the local 
areas affected? 
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MR, WRIGHT: Well, where you are not getting improve- 
ment over the salinity you had previously, no; but where there 
improved assured supply against situation where your supply 
not assured and you are ultimately going lose it, then there would 
charge. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: You would determine that the 
ups and downs the stream through the period? 

MR. WRIGHT: The stream depletions which you would 
subject to, which would ultimately reduce your hydraulic repulsion area 
down 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: see. Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: probably little more 
confused than was begin with. Table Mr. Wright, you have 
total price for your Delta Water Right $3.51. But from the table 
here, gather that this includes the costs delivering this water 
into the San Luis Reservoir, that right? 

WRIGHT: includes the cost delivering that 
part the water which used for conservation storage and for 
regulation. other words, for transportation purposes are 
just talking about getting water down the San Joaquin Valley and 
into Southern California, you would need about 8,000 second feet for 
transportation. Now, the Legislature has that not less than 
10,000 built San Luis, and this gives us-- 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: couldn't hear the last part 
that sentence. 

MR. WRIGHT: The Legislature has required that not 
less than 10,000 second feet built from the Delta San Luis. 
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This feature which gives storage capacity during flood periods 
when can and then treat the San Luis Reservoir surge 
tank from theoretical point view. This reservoir actually 
surge tank the Delta. physically distant from the Delta, 
but its purpose surge tank the Delta store water surplus 
peak periods for release later date, and use for storage 
and regulation. the storage and regulation features are part, 
consider, the total cost because this firms total Delta supply 
for everybody. Those portions the features which are truly trans- 
portation, are not part the Delta Water Rate, but they are part 
the transportation rate and move water down the Valley. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: This $3.51 reflects all the 
cost except this transportation factor from the Delta San Luis, 
that right? 

WRIGHT: Yes, and the transportation features 
far the pumps and the aqueducts are concerned are roughly 
percent the total cost. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMSON: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Any further questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Mr. Lowrey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: believe you testified that the 
Department now the process constructing the South Bay 
Aqueduct, that correct? 


MR, WRIGHT: Yes, that right. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: You are doing that from existing 
appropriations? 

MR, WRIGHT: That correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: means then that the California 
Water Plan the present time going ahead? other words, con- 
struction progress. 

MR, WRIGHT: Construction progress that area 
and also, course, the Oroville area where the relocations are 
underway. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Now, you have how much money avail- 
able for this coming fiscal year the California Water Plan? 

MR. WRIGHT: believe you are talking about our total 
capital appropriation? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 

WRIGHT: think our capital appropriation the 
order million dollars for this coming year. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: million dollars? 

MR. WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: you have any rough idea how 
much that can applied construction does this include 
personnel, this all for construction? 

WRIGHT: Well, this the cost, our estimate 
the cost construction which includes our design cost, which would 
the personnel involved and our construction supervision cost 
well the actual contract-letting cost. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: million dollars? 

MR. WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: even though the Bond Act didn't 
pass, you would still reduced rate rather than accelerated 
rate? You would still continue progressively construction the 
California Water Plan without the billion 750 million-dollar Bond 
Act? 

WRIGHT: Well, our present thinking that, Mr. 
Lowrey, that would complete the jobs have underway. would 
not undertake new jobs which would involve large capital expenditures 


without some specific authorization, either legislative the 


case bond referendum, the people themselves. But the work have 
underway couldn't, course, left dangling. You have drive 
the rest these tunnels through and complete the retocation, and 
also with the highway and the county roads that are affected. Other- 
would have ridiculous situation having spent large sums 
money which served useful purpose. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: about the South Aqueduct? 

MR. WRIGHT: the case the South Bay there are suf- 
ficient existing appropriations make large part the aqueduct 
useful when construction 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: course, you wouldn't have 
much money that now that you have cut off right 
the middle. 

WRIGHT: don't believe that have, Mr. Lowrey. 
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I'm not aware that have cut off the middle. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Well, you are not extending 
the point that was explained several times the Legislature 
the past two three years, 

WRIGHT: have recently advised all hands involved 
are prepared carry all the way Air Point depending wishes 
the locality after they have considered the prices that can 
offer them, and have supplied them with those prices. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: you can get contracts. 

WRIGHT: Oh, yes, get contracts. goes with- 
out--I think shouldn't without saying, should with saying 
that any these instances are not going complete until 
are satisfied there would contracts, and the case this latest 
language which involved this year's appropriation, could not 
begin use that money until have contracts for percent the 
construction cost. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: other words, you wouldn't 
ahead with completion the construction the South Bay for this 
coming fiscal year which starts few days now unless you get con- 
tracts? 

WRIGHT: can't. are not authorized spend 
that money until have signed contracts. That legislative 
action. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Well then, that means your con- 


struction program will come abrupt halt the South Bay Aqueduct 
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WRIGHT: Only you predict won't get any 
contract. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: long does take? 

WRIGHT: would hope from the discussions have 
had with the parties concerned that may able agree 
contract somewhere the neighborhood six months, and this will 
not affect our timetable construction. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Because you won't the 
point where the contact would involved before that time? 

MR, WRIGHT: Well, wouldn't the point where 
our current construction contracts would come screeching halt 
because would still underway with some fairly long-range 
construction. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: get back original 
construction going and would along without 
the bond issue, but reduced rate? 


MR, WRIGHT: the extent that would complete work 


now underway. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: How long would that take you? 


WRIGHT: Well, would say probably the neigh- 


borhood 1962 would complete all pending work. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 1962, that would two years 


WRIGHT: 
ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Thank you. 


we 
Wear. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Could ask question? 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Levering. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Mr. Wright, inasmuch Mr. 
Lowrey has raised the question contracts, let ask you this 
guestion. Metropolitan Water District some long time ago asked that 
you provide them with basic contract terms April 30. Now, have 
those basic contract terms been provided the Metropolitan Water 
District? Are you negotiating with them contract now? 

MR, WRIGHT: have had many discussions with Metro- 
politan Water District. Our basic contract framework 
Metropolitan not April 30, but the middle July. 
simply have not been able put all the pieces the puzzle 
together April 30. are the last stages completing our 
draft contract now, and after due clearance, should trans- 
mitted around the 15th July. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: realize that the April 
date was not your date, but was their request. 

MR, WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Can we, based your statement 
and your testimony today, tell our people that July 15, the Metro- 
politan Water District will have basic contract terms presented 
them? 

WRIGHT: I'm not aware any reason why this will 
not the 


ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: don't want that unless 
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you can give some assurance now. 

WRIGHT: have been assured our legal drafts- 
men that they should through with their part the task the 
next two three days. will coordination within the 
Department, and course, with the Governor's office, since they 
are naturally quite concerned with the terms, but forgot about the 
convention. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Which one? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: He's got question here. Just 
minute. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: don't want tell these people 
now that have just been told the Deputy Director that you are 
going have specifics July unless you can tell now that 
that the case, convention convention. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Which convention? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Which one? 

WRIGHT: The first one, Mr. Lanterman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: don't want pin you down, 
but want say these people-- 


the goal the Department frame this and have ready for trans- 


mission the 15th. Whether not all those who have 
interest can clear that time, can't tell you. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Then, have kind change 
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your statement then and say maybe you will get everything works 
out the way the Director hoped would work out? 

WRIGHT: That right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Can further say you don't 
get the 15th you can have definitely the lst August? 


WRIGHT: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: mean that sure promise 
and that can published? 

MR. WRIGHT: You can say that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Okay. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, will having 
the 18th and 19th discussion contracts? When will these basic 
terms for the Metropolitan available then, you hope for 
discuss? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: the extent that they have form- 
ulated them and agreed upon them within their own policy-making 
body and want present them us. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: You mean they will just not 
available? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: They are the same the Department 
Water Resources, only not large not small, and there 


are certain phases all fairness the Department, the South 


Bay Aqueduct people, and the Metropolitan Water District, and 


countless other agencies throughout the State, who might ina 


position contracting for water. think they are all the 
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same position that they may not want testify very crucial 
period time out the public about something that they are 
jockeying for. Whether the Department whether 
the Metropolitan Water District probably would not fair 
for anyone, this Committee anybody else, require that the 
Metropolitan Water District lay everything out the table 
contract, require that the Department lay everything out 
contract the table, there are sensitive areas where they 
are still jockeying. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Joking, Mr. Chairman, not 
jockeying. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Neither are built like jockeys, 
especially one us. 

ASSEMBLYMAN was interested whether 
they are going general contract terms basic terms that will 
applied all over the State California. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: think the Department Water 
Resources will come before this Committee the 18th and 19th and 
give much detail about the contract the Metropolitan Water 
District will. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: view the fact made the 
original request you and you were good enough you would 
hold hearing, did make the request, and shortly after the Metro- 


politan Water District submitted the State their proposed contract 


saying that the State would sign this contract they would support 


ay 
one 
: 
! 
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the bond issue. This was published story the paper any rate, 
there proposed contract which has been submitted the State, 
that the State Department Water Resources has. And this the 
thing which think would very interesting take look at, 

can see what the terms and conditions are that the Metropolitan 
Water District requires before they give approval the Water Bond 
Act. since have their proposal and the State very near 
having theirs almost the 15th, and for sure least the lst, 

would that would have great deal testimony available. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: think will. That what meant 
answer, course, that both the Department and the Metropolitan 
Water District have been conference and they will bring before 
all those phases the contract that they have agreed and have 
put down writing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: wasn't thinking much whether 
anything has been agreed to, but understand, there contract 
which the Metropolitan Water District has submitted the State 
saying, "Here's what would like." 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: along with you this one. 

agreed with the importance which you placed upon the contract. 
the pre-eminent thing now,but I'm not aware, and hope you 
are right, I'm not aware that the Metropolitan Water District said 
that this contract were signed, this 80-page contract, that they 
would then support the water bonds. 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: This what the published reports 
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the paper said. They may 

WRIGHT: would point out that the document that 
the Metropolitan Water District sent in, don't believe has ever 
been acted upon the Board, has it, Mr. Levering? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: don't know. 

HANSEN: hasn't. That the legal department 
submission contract. 

MR, WRIGHT: staff document, but not the 
official final presentation, and don't think was intended 
that. think was intended document for analysis, debate, 
argument, trial. think was intended the final 
presentation. think there was strong hint given that the Metro- 
politan Water District would very happy the contract was signed, 
but view the fact that not officially approved document 
the Board, don't know whether anybody could say they would sup- 
port the bond issue this particular document its exact form 
were signed. have not regarded anything but technical 
staff document. 

ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: think important. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Mr. Lowrey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Well, the the 
Chairman. there any reason why Department State, specif- 
ically the Water Department, delivering draft document, 


the 15th, why members the Committee should not have copies 


that peruse the 18th? 
-150- 
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MR. WRIGHT: reason why. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: reason why not Mr. Wright said. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Now, the same token, there 


any reason why the Committee should not have the same prerogative 


document which has been submitted private agency the 


Department, why the Committee should not have that peruse? 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Who the private agency? 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Metropolitan Water District--all 
right, public agency, then. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: 


Yes, but not submitted 
the Board. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: don't care who submitted 


by. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: not official action. 
ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: That doesn't make any difference. 
The State Department has it. 
CHAIRMAN PORTER: would say that think the same 


Mr. Wright, the same answer would hold, Mr. Lowrey. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: All right. That being the case 


should like recognized make motion, Mr. Chairman, 
the effect that request the State Department supply the Com- 


mittee members with copies the proposed contract submitted 


Metropolitan Water District, that right, and the contract which 
the Department Water drafting submit Metropolitan Water 
District for our hearing the 18th. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: second the motion. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Then you have purposely left out 
any time element your motion, hope? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: What that? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: You have purposely not mentioned any 
time element? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: After the convention. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: view Mr. Levering's discussion 
about the last July the first August-- 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Being non-partisan, thought 
better it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Mr. Porter. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: has been moved and seconded that 
the Department and the political agencies, any agencies submitting 
contracts the State for signing this matter contracting for 
water services, made available this Committee for our study, 
that right? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Just one correction might. 
didn't ask--my motion didn't ask that Metropolitan Water District 
submit one, because could ask them wanted to, but asked 
that the Department supply copies the one that was delivered 


them, and the ones they are going deliver somebody else. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: That why said "Be made avail- 


able the Committee”. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: This would include the Municipal 
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Water Department the City Los Angeles? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That right. Now, you have 
question, Mr. Levering, the motion? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: No, not the motion. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Let's confine our the 
motion. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: the motion. For clar- 
ification purposes understand the Chairman, and want 
corrected incorrect, that you said will submitted 
the Committee. Now, does that--are you intending that mean 
each individual member you Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: was only repeating Mr. Lowrey's 
language when made the motion, and used the words "made avail- 
able the Committee", and that means each Committee member. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: That what assume. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: May also make inguiry the 
motion, since there was time element specified when there 
possibility that this might delivered us? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: said for use the July 
meeting. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: don't think you said that. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Not your motion. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: I'm certainly being outruled and 


voted the friends the gallery. 
ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: That's what said, inasmuch 


they were going complete the 15th and our meeting was 


> 
4 
q 
4 
3 
: 


the 18th. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: backed that. wasn't 
sure. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: can make the motion and they 
don't it, there harm done. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: think there is. Let's back here. 
The reason re-stated your motion and asked about the time element 


was because Mr. Levering's questions Mr. Wright. When Mr. 


Wright responded Mr. Levering, said might difficult 


get everybody together agreeing the contract the 15th 
July, Mr. Levering said, "Well then, are safe saying that 
the lst August can it?", and Mr. Wright then answered, 
"Yes", 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: don't care whether they have 
look it. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, may recog- 
nized for the purpose amendment the motion? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: are agreed what the motion 
is. Let see are agreed what the motion is, because 
thought was listening carefully. have been working this 
the last few days, about the contracts, and the subject contracts 
which will consider the 18th and 19th. Your motion then was 
stated that both the State's contract and the Metropolitan Water 
District contract, even though not official document, 


made available this Committee our meeting the 18th and 19th? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: other words, they might bring 
and put before the morning the 18th. why 
said indefinite time. They won't necessarily have give 
previously. That would give them three days figured 
after the 15th. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: don't want 80-page document 
laid down along with the agenda the morning the 18th after 
going the convention from the the 15th. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: won't the convention. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: May with the consent the 
author the motion place amendment before the Committee, that 
the document, even though not official one the Metro- 
politan Water District, and also the contract principles that are 
being submitted the Department Water Resources, placed 
the hands members the Committee the 15th, which will 
least give some time glance over these things before our 
meeting? 

MR, WRIGHT: Might comment that? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: 

MR. WRIGHT: The document from the Metropolitan Water 
District was initiated them and was submitted us. would 
say that matter of--it public document, and this can 
made available. The document which the Department working 


involves issues policy which the Department should clear with 


Administration before makes them available anybody. 


ae 
ail 


this can done the 15th, then this would all right. 
can't done, the Department not free make this 
document available until has concurrence the Chief Exec- 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: But any rate, the document 
which you now have from the Metropolitan Water District, you can 


make available tomorrow, right? 


MR. WRIGHT: That can done. 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: Will you that? 


WRIGHT: have enough copies. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Now, with that understanding, and 


Mrs. Davis has just moved amendment your motion-- 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: second it. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: has been seconded. Mr. 

Wright's explanation agreeable with you? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: far the second phase 

pertaining the approval the Executive Branch the Govern- 


ment 


other words-- 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: 


Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: Yes, except that I'm hoping 
that some persuasion might forthcoming for the Executive Branch 


Government make their minds what the contract 


principle will for this Committee review 


them. dislike see any dragging the feet speak. 


PORTER: Then, the contract looks 
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like good one, will you endorse the Bond Act? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: depends upon what the 
contract. It's not before me. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Would you re-state your amendment 
the motion, Mrs. Davis? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: think you are very clear 
it, Mr. Chairman, are you not? has been seconded. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: no, I'm confused. You state it. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: moved that amend the motion 
that was before for the Department place the hands the 
members the Committee the unofficial document pertaining the 
contract the Metropolitan Water District and also the contract- 
ing principles the Department Water Resources are discussing 
and proposing this particular time. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: You have all heard the motion 
amend. All those favor signify saying aye. 

(The motion was voted on.) Carried. And now, you have Mr. 
Lowrey's amended motion before you. All those favor that 
motion amended, signify saying aye. 

(The motion was voted on.) Carried. would take, 
may then add thinking it, that with the passage this motion, 
that the Executive Branch has not made its policy decision upon 
the contract that you are working time submit that contract 
us, that would understand that they were unable, that the 
Department Water Resources was unable make available 
us. 
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ye 


ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: the 15th. 
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Well, the 18th 15th, yes. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr. Chairman, would very 


nice such eventuality came pass that the Department 


Water would correspond least with the Chairman could read 


the statement the morning the 18th that the Executive De- 
partment had not yet made their mind and that therefore the Water 


Department was the clear, but the State hadn't made their 


mind. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Now, Mr. Wright. 


WRIGHT: not believe that could concur 


with the draftsmanship such letter, sir. 


ASSEMBLYMAN LEVERING: Let's not cross that bridge 
until get it. 
CHAIRMAN PORTER: We'll have some message for you 
the morning the 18th. 
ASSEMBLYMAN May ask this now, 


please. For many long months have requested draft the master 


contract which all contracts will based that the people 
have something look make and render their judgment 


directly prior, sufficiently prior the election that they 


will voting informed public. Are going able 


have that, Mr. Wright? 


ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: 


Second the motion. 


ASSEMBLYMAN Z'BERG: This will it. 
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MR. WRIGHT: That the document are talking 
about, Mr. Lanterman. This the State document. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: This will the basic docu- 
ment are talking about? 

MR, WRIGHT: That what are working toward. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: don't mean presumptuous 
critical any respect, except say that time the essence, 
Mr. Wright. 

MR. WRIGHT: quite agree. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: And you are either going 
get bond issue not get bond issue, and you are going 
get bond issue, you are going have have the confidence 
the public, and unless you get laid out the people can make 
their judgment the collective judgment others these contract 
terms, you are not going have bond issue. 

WRIGHT: exactly because this, Mr. Lanter- 
man, that have not been precipitous trying put these terms 
together. This sometimes looks like foot-dragging. Believe me, 
not foot-dragging, simply not easy put document which 
going pretty well commit the State and the communities for the 


next years course action that fair all sides 


and looks after the interests the State whole, not 
easy put such document together the spur the moment, 
two three notice and this why going take 
until about the middle July, and have emphasize "about", 


because the possibility some delay clearance before the 
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draft such document should exposed the view all the 
parties interest. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Well, appreciate all that, 
and the reason that have been requesting this continuously for 
many, many months the fact that the terms 1106 are broad 
and general nature that these explicit terms which must hang 
the confidence the bond-buying public are explicitly required, 
you aren't going have the most favorable terms for the bond. 

WRIGHT: quite agree. I'm sure understand 
your point view. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: wanted ask Bill O'Connell 
What was that wanted ask you, Bill? 

MR. O'CONNELL: thought that this Committee would 
like know that the latter part February early March, 
don't recall the precise date, the three Boards Supervisors 
Alameda, Santa Clara and Contra Costa Counties met and approved 
draft contract used the initial document the negoti- 
ations the Department Water Resources for repayment the 
South Bay Aqueduct costs and the best knowledge have 
had acknowled that contract that proposal from the 
Department, and perhaps your Committee would like have that con- 
tract before them July well. There nothing unusually meri- 
torious about it. just document for the purpose 
starting discussions and has been officially approved the 
three Boards Supervisors for that purpose. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you, Bill. will pick that 
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ow, 


the transcript the next several days and will follow 


through with 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: could ask for that without 
motion, couldn't we, Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Yes, will that without 
motion. 

O'CONNELL: happy supply the members 
the Committee. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Would you send the contracts, 
please? 


ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: more than rough draft 


O'CONNELL: Yes, and the principles upon which 
based are set forth accompanying memoranda, and rep- 
resents the work about three four months continuous confer- 
ences the people assigned the job. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you. You send them soon 
you can, Bill, and was going ask Chick Hansen question 
from Metropolitan Water District, wasn't What was it? 

HANSEN: This document far are concerned 
presentation signed the legal department which along with 
the engineering department, Mr. Wright, Mr. Banks, has been negoti- 
ated. going make this suggestion. have seen this and 
read most and have mimeographed, there question 
about it, and I'll take with the boss tomorrow the next 
day and see they can't send them out. they have them 
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mimeographed form, will save your running it. The point I'm 
making have objection your seeing the contract. 

has not been approved the Board Directors. draft 
document and see reason why the Committee shouldn't have it. 
It's surely matter agreement among the negotiators whether 
they should release it. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you very much. One thing 
this Committee has done today save some the State's tax- 
payers' money and shift another agency. Now, may say this 
the Committee members about the meeting the 18th and 19th, 
since wanted hold meetings compliance with the wishes 
many water people throughout the State, and compliance with Mrs. 
Davis' resolution calling for the hearings north, central and 
south, have been planning holding the meeting Los Angeles 
the 18th and 19th. Somebody pointed out that was smoggy and 
hot there, appears though may meet Santa Monica which 
has nice strong westerly breeze, Mrs. Levering, and will 
cooler there, and soon meet with Levering and Mr. 
Benedict, will work it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: All right, I'll charge you 
mileage then. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: And don't get conditioned against 
coming southward for the next meeting, because the smog any- 
thing. We'll try arrange meet Santa Monica some 
miles into the breeze away from the center Los Angeles. Mr. 


Lunardi has question. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: don't know who cares answer 
it, whether Hansen would like answer this not. have 
never read the by-laws the Metropolitan Water District, but 
keep hearing this testimony reference the rough draft that 
was submitted the Department Water Resources, that this was 
issued your Department through the legal counsel the Metropol- 
itan Water District, and I'm curious know whether not they 
have this authority without action the Board Directors? 

HANSEN: The picture was, Mr. Lunardi, that the 
engineer and attorney both the Metropolitan Water District and 
the State Department Water Resources following conference with 
the Governor entered into negotiation and have been going it-- 
they have had four five six meetings since last January and 
have come with this proposal. They finally produced draft 
contract from Metropolitan Water District legal department. Now, 
these negotiations are carried staff level, not the Board 
level any more than the Governor carries the negotiations for 
the State. simply that they made these proposals. They have 
discussed with the Board, but the Board has not acted it. 
That all. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: They are familiar with the con- 
tents? 

MR, HANSEN: With the contents, course. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: And they approved issued 
the Department? 
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MR, HANSEN: don't know. They approved the conduct 
the negotiations and that covers, you know, quite area, 

ASSEMBLYMAN LUNARDI: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Any other questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Well, being one the agen- 
cies that's been paying its own way, it's acted behalf its 
own interests with peculiar dispatch this instance. other 
words, they proceeded the best their ability try get 
something brought head, and believe they are commended 
for their efforts, personally. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LOWREY: Mr. Chairman, yesterday towards 
the close the hearing, asked some and don't re- 
member--I'm not sure who the witness was. makes particular 
difference, but someone might interpret that was criticizing 
the Department Water for not cooperating offering discuss 
issues the various localities the State regarding the State 
Water Plan. certainly don't want the record indicate that 
thought that the Department was not being more than fair and gener- 
ous meeting with any group anywhere the State any time 
discuss any feature the Water Plan that any group people 
desired discussion upon. think very commendable and that 
has been policy for some time now, and didn't want anyone 
read into the record, the Department, Committee members anyone 
the general public, that was intimating they weren't extremely 
cooperative this respect, because such not the case. They 


They almost overboard cooperating that way and think 
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they are commended. 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DAVIS: matter fact, Mr. Chairman, 
might say when ask for conference with the County Shasta 
Sacramento, practically scare them half death. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, while there 
some clarification, think there was some misunderstanding yester- 
day. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Let's not undo all yesterday's 
work. 

ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: think what wanted bring 


forth was the fact that when referred the possibility reprisal 


whatever you want call it, reference the Rifkin Report, 
there was reference implication the Metropolitan District 
least contract between agency. What were referring 
the impact the Rifkin Report sustained the United 
States Supreme Court. virtually inter-state compact, 
Act Congress and Act the Legislature which has been abro- 
gated technical terms and interpretation judicial nature, 
and this was not simply Metropolitan Water District agency 
having contract think that should matter 
clarification. 

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That when Mr. Carlson said some- 
thing you, and should have put the record that the contract 
was between the State California and other signers the Colorado 


River contract. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN LANTERMAN: That correct. was 


not simply agency contract. Thank you. 


CHAIRMAN PORTER: That right. Any other confessions? 


Thank you very much for your durability. The meeting adjourned. 


(Thereupon the meeting was adjourned.) 
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